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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION

Further analyses of the 1985 survey data will be done in 1986, and additional
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Surveys of Doctorate Recipients are as follows and nay be obtained from the Project Office
at the above address:

Science, Engineering, and Humanities Doctorates in the United States (Biennial reports
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

This report, based on the results of the fifth biennial survey of humanities doctorate
recipients, describes the demographic and employment characteristics of humanities Ph.D.s
who received their degrees between January 1942 and June 1984 and were residing in the
United States in February 1985. In addition, results from the 1985 Survey are frequently
compared to results from previous Surveys of Doctorate Recipients.

Population Level and Trends

The number of humanities Ph.D.s in 1985 was estimated to be 90,600, 6.3 percent
above the 85,200 estimated for 1983. Of these, 83,300 were in the labor force,
6.9 percent above the 77,900 estimated for 1983.
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Figure I Humanities Ph.D. population, by field of doctorate, 1985 (N=90,600).
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Among the humanities disciplines, the greatest increases in numbers since 1981
wore noted for the fields of English/American languagcs and literature, nodern
languages and literature, and music.
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NOTE: For comparison purposes with earlier reports, American history and "other history" have been
combined in this figure. The decrease noted for Ph.D.s in speech/theater between 1977 and 1981 was more
a result of changes in definition for this field than an actual decrease in Ph.D. production. The field
designated "other humanities" is not shown because the fields included in this category have changed over
the years.

Figure II Distribution of the humanities doctoral population, by field, 1977, 1981, 1985.

Field Mobility

"Field mobility' is defined as "being employed in a field that differs from the field
in which an individual earned his or her Ph.D."; thus, it is synonomous with "lack of
retention" by a field

Overall, the fields of music (86.1 percent) and art history (84.8 percent) had the
highest rates of retention, or the lowest occurrences of field mobility. The fields of
"other humanities" (42.9 percent) and "other history" (56.8 percent) had the
lowest rates of retention, or the highest occurrences of field mobility.

Although there is variation by field, 22.0 percent of the humanities doctorates
reported that they were employed in nonhumanities fields in 1985 (5.4 percent of
these were employed in education).
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Labor Force Utilization

In general, the percentages of humanities doctorates who were in the labor force
(i.e., those employed full-time or part-time, those on a postdoctoral appointment, and those
unemployed but seeking employment) during February of the survey year have remained
fairly stable.

In 1985, 83.J percent of the humanities doctorate-. were employed on a full-time
basis, 7.1 percent were employed part-time, 0.3 percent held postdoctoral
appointments, and 1.5 percent were not employed but were seeking employment --
a total of 91.9 percent. The percentages of humanities Ph.D.s in the labor force for
1981 and 1977 were 91.7 percent and 92.4 percent, respectively.

Trends in Job Oppo; tunities

Academe continued to be the principal employer of humanities Ph.D.s in 1985
(82 percent were working in educational institutions). This reflects a steady decline since
1977, when 88 percent of the humanities Ph.D.s were so employed.

Business/industry not only continued to be the second most frequent employer of
humanities Ph.D.s, but the percentage of humanities Ph.D.s employed in this
segment has increased steadily since 1977. By field, approximately 10 percent of
the Ph.D.s in the fields of music, speech/theater, philosophy, and "other
humanities" reported being employed by business/industry in 1985.
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Figure III Distribution of employed humanists, by selected types of employers, 1977,
1981, 1985.
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Recent Ph.D.s were far less likely than the total Ph.D. humanities population to be
working in 4-year colleges/universities and more likely to be employed by 2-year
colleges and elementary and secondary schools.

Teaching continued to be the most frequently reported primary work activity for
humanities Ph.D.s. Since 1981, however, there has been a steady decline in the percentage
of Ph.D.s engaged primarily in teaching (from 69.7 percent in 1981 to 63.5 percent :n
1985) and a slight increase in the percentage of those engaged in management/
administration, the secor ' must frequently reported primary work activity (from
11 percent in 1981 to 12.9 percent in 1985).

There were variations across fields. In modern languages and literature,
68.4 percent were primarily engaged in teaching. However, only 60.8 percent of
American history Ph.D.s and 57.8 percent of "other history" Ph.D.swe-c similarly
engaged. Management/administration wa. the primary activity i f over 16 percent
of history doctorates.

Compared to the total humanities population, those Ph.D.s who earned their
doctorates in the humanities between 1979 and 1984 had slightly lowerpercentages
primarily engaged in teaching (62.2 percent) and management/administration
(8.8 percent), but a higher percentage primarily engaged in research and
development (7.0 percent compared to 4.9 percent for the total group).

Teaching Management/ Research/ Consulting &
Administration Development Writing

Primary Work Activity

Figure IV Distribution of employed humanists, by selected primary work activities, 1977,
1981, 1985.
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Salary Trends and Pattern-

The median annual salary of humanities Ph.D.s employed full-time in 1985 was
$34,600, a 12.7 percent increase from the 1983 median salary of $30700. This ir.crease
revers:s a trend noted in earlier surveys in which each subsequent survey showed a higher
percentage increase in median annual salaries reported by humanities Ph.D.s.

Median salaries ranged from a high of $37,300 for Ph.D.s in American history to a
low of $31,500 for Ph.D.s in the general category, "other humanities."

Men had median annual salaries of $35,800; women, $30.700.

In general, the median annual salaries of men and women became more disparate
with the increase in the number of years since the Ph.D. was awarded.

fhe highest median annual salaries were earned by those employed in 4-year
colleges/universities/medical schools and in 2-year colleges ($35,100 and $35,000,
respectively). The lowest median annual salaries were earned by those in
elementary/secondary schools and in business/industry ($30,000 and $30,800,
respectively). Salaries of those employed in government increased from $28,000 in
1983 to $33,500 in 1985, an increase of more than 17 percent.

Academic Employment

In general, the percentage ofmen who had achieved the rank of full professor was
approximately twice that of women (45.3 percent vs. 23.8 percent, respectively),
but the situation was reversed for the rank of assistant professor (25.1 percent for
women vs. 12.9 percent for men).

The percentage of both men and women in nontenured jobs has increased since1983.

Demographic Characteristics

Results from the survey showed that the percentage of women in the humanities
Ph.D. population continued to increase slowly. Of the total Ph.D. humanists in the
United States in February 1985, 29.7 percent were women, compared to
28.5 percent in 1983 and 27.2 percent in 1981.

Members of racial/ethnic minority groups constituted 6.6 percent of the humanities
Ph.D. population in 1985, compared to 6.2 percent in 1983.
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INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW
OF SURVEY METHODOLOGY

The Survey of Doctorate Recipients (SDR), developed in 1973 to respond to the
needs if the federal government for information on Ph.D. scientists and engineers in the
Unite'. aates, has been conducted on a biennial basis since its inception. Humanities
doctorates were added to the sample in 1976 and were surveyed for the first time in 1977.

The survey sample is longitudinal- -i.e., individual members of the sample are
resurveyed every two years. With each cycle, Ph.D s from the two earliest years are
deleted, aid Ph.D.s fiom the two most recent years art, added, resulting in the maintenance
of a 42-year span of coverage of doctorates.

This report is based on the fifth biennial survey of humanities doctorates,' who
obtained their degrees between January 1942 and June 1984 and were residing in the
United States in February 1985. This introductory section is followed by an examination
of geographic differences, field-switching tendencies, and demographic cilaracteristics.
The next section presents an employment profile of the humanities doctorates and includes
data on employment status, type of employer, and primary work activity. Because changes
in the characteristics of a field are often first observed among the most recent graduates,
statistics on Ph.D.s who graduated between 1979 and 1984 are reported separately from
and compared to those for the total population of humanities Ph.D.s for several variables in
this section. The employment section is followed by special analyses of median annual
salaries of humanities Ph.D.s by gender, years since doctorate, and type of employer. In
addition, data on those Ph.D.s who reported being academically employed in 1985 are
presented in the closing section of the report.

The reader should note that the report is limited to the presentation of a statistical
profile of these doctorates; the causal factors that underlie the statisucal data are purposely
not analyzed.

The 1985 Sample

The 1985 SDR humanities file contains data on 95,787 individuals who earned
doctorates between January 1942 and June 1984. Foreign citizens who, at the time they
received their degrees, indicated that they intended to leave the United States were excluded
from the file.

The sampling frame2 was stratified to assure coverage of all significant
subpopulations. The stratification variables were field of doctorate, year of Ph.D., gender,
racial/ethnic group, and citizenship. Each stratum had a sampling rate that varied from 3 to
100 percent, so as to provide a sufficiently large sample for small subgroups of the
population. Within each stratum, a simple random sample was selected. The sample sizes

'Appendix A provides sample questionnaires from the 1985 survey.
2See Appendix B for further details on the sampling frame and Appendix C for sampling error information.
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for the stratification categories are given in Appendix D. The overall sampling rate, from
the roster of 95,787 Ph.D.s, was 16.2 percent.

Survey Methodology

The survey sample included 15,504 humanities doctorates, of whom 587 were not
surveyed in 1985 because information from previous surveys indicated that they were
deceased or out-of-scope.3 The active sample, therefore, consisted of 14,917 individuals.

The first mailing of the 1985 survey was conducted in April 1985, and the follow-
up mailing to those who had not yet responded took place in May 1985. An abbreviated
questionnaire (see Appendix A) was mailed to the remaining nonrespondents in
September 1985. The special form contained preprinted information that had been
provided by the sample members in previous National Research Council surveys. The
respondent was asked to verify this information as well as to provide responses to a few
questionnaire items.

Weighting of Responses

Responses are defined as the total number of (1) completed questionnaires returned
by sample members and (2) questionnaires returned with an indication that the sample
member was deceased. Information was collected on 9,047 of the 14,917 individuals in
the survey sample, yif -ling a response rate of 60.6 percent.4 The response rate, when
calculated on the base those in the sample who were actually contacted (13,560), was
66.7 percent.

Population estimates were made by weighting the responses received. Individuals
known to be deceased or out-of-scope prior to the survey were excluded from the survey
and weighted by sample weights (i.e., the ratio of a stratum's population size to its sample
size). The responses received from the survey sample (14,917) were weighted by the
product of the weight for nonresponse and the sample weight. The weight for nonresponse
is the ratio of the number of survey sample cases in the stratum to the number of responses
in the stratum. The weighting procedure is explained further in Appendix E. The estimated
population size using all responses (95,787) is higher than the sum of the population
estimates in the report (90,600), since it includes those known to be deceased and
individuals residing in foreign countries.

3Out-of-scope is based on a response indicating that the individual satisfied the following three criteria: held
a Ph.D. from a foreign institution; was a foreign citizen; and resided in a foreign country. The pre-survey
deceased and the out-of-scope cases are inflated by their sample weights and then subtracted from the
population that is used to calculate the population estimate weights.
4See Appendix D for detailed rates for the 1985 SDR.
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DOCi ORAL POPULATION BY FIELD

An estimated 90,600 individuals earned doctoral degrees in the humanities6 between
January 1942 and June 1984 and were residing in the United States in February 1985.
This number represents a 6.3 percent increase from 1983, slightly higher than the
5.9 percent increase from 1981 to 1983 but lower than the 6.7 percent increase from 1979
to 1981.6

The humanities fields with the largest numbers of Ph.D.s continue to be English/
American languages and literature (23,700, or 26.3 percent of all humanists), modern
languages and literature (16,000, or 17.6 percent of humanists), and history, which has
been divided into two separate fields for analytical purposes--American history (8,800. or
9.7 percent) and "other history" (12,500, or 13.8 percent).

Of the total 90,600 humanities doctorates, approximately 18,300 were employed in
nonhumanities fields (4,400 in education7), and another 8,7008 were not employed. These
two groups represent approximately 30 percent of all humanities doctorates.

Table 1 gives the distribution of 1944.-1984 humanities doctorates in the United
States by field of doctorate and field of employment as of February 1985. For all fields
except the general category of "unspecified other humanities," the number of Ph.D.s with
degrees in specific fields equals or exceeds the number employed in those fields. The
greatest disparities were noted for the fields of English/American languages and literature
(23,700 degree:, earned compared to 15,800 individuals employed, a difference of 7,900),
"other history" (12,500 degrees earned compared to 7,500 individuals working in the field,
a difference of 5,000), and modern languages and literature (16,000 degrees earned and
11,000 individuals employed, again a difference of 5,000). As noted earlier, these three
fields were also the largest humanities fields in terms of Ph.D. production. The reader is
cautioned in the interpretation of these figures, however, because the field of employment
numbers include Ph.D.s from a variety of humanities fields, not just those who remain in
the same field (i.e., not all of the 15,800 Ph.D.s employed in English and American

5The categories for the humanities include American history; "other history" (history and philosophy of
science and all history except American history); art history; music; spec!' /theater; philosophy;
English/American languages and literature; classical languages and literature; modem languages and
literature; and "other humanities" (linguistics, archeology, American studies, religious studies, and
unspecified other humanities).
6See Science, Engineering, and Humanities Doctorates: 1983 Profile, Wash agton, D.C.: National
Academy Press, 1985, and Science, Engineering, and Humanities Doctorates: 1981 Profile, Washington,
D.C.: National Academy "ii,-.;:z, 1982.
7For additional information on the estimated number of humanities Ph.D.s who were employed in each field
category and on the 20.3 percent employed in the nonhumanities categories, see Appendix F.
8The reader should not use this figure to calculate an unemployment rate because it includes those
individuals wk, were retired or unemployed but not seeking employment. For unemployment data, refer to
Table 6, page 18.
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TABLE 1 Distribution of Humanities Ph.D.s in the United States (1942-1984 Graduates),
by Field of Doctorate and Field of Employment, 1985

Field of Doctorate Field of Employment

All Fields (N) 90,600

American History 8,800

"Other History"** 12,500
-5,400

N*

100.0 90,600

9.7 6,500

13.8 7,500
6.0 , 3

100.0

7.2

8.3

Art History 2,700 2.9 2,3u0

Music 6,700 7.4 5,300

Speech/Theater 3,800 4.2 2,300

Philosophy 7,000 7.7 4,300

English and American Lang/Lit 23,700 26.3 15,800

Classical Lang/Lit 1,900 2.1 1,200

Modem Lang/Lit 16,000 17.6 11,000

"Other Humanities" 7,500 8.3 6,200

Nonhumanities

No Report on Employment Field

Not Employed

1,600

I 7
7

3.9
19
0.4

2.5

5.9

2.5

4.8

17.4

1.3

12.2

6.9
1.0
0.6
1.7
3.5

19.9

1.6

9.5

1.8 3,200-

18,000

1,500

8,700

*Includes postdoctoral appointees as weil as Ph.D.s employed full-time and part-time.
""Other History" includes those subfields listed below that heading. Other History, which is one of the
subfields, includes the history of all countries except America and those in Europe.
***"Unspecified history" was not in option on the employment specialties list.

4



languages and literature have degrees in those fields). The magnitude of this field switching
is explained more fully in the section on field mobility.9

Geographic Differences

The regional distribution of humanities Ph.D.s in the United States in 1985 (see
Figure 1) was close to that of the total population except in New England, which had
10.2 percent of the humanities Ph.D.s but. only 5.3 percent of the total population. The
Middle Atlantic and South Atlantic regions had the most humanities doctorates-16,300
(18.5 percent) and 15,500 (17.1 percent), respectively. The regions with the fewest
humanities Ph.D.s were the East South Central region (4,000, or 4.4 percent) and the
Mountain region (4,300, or 4.8 percent).

Pacific'
12 000
1133%1

Mountain
4,300
14 8%1

*Includes Alaska and Hawaii.

West 1
North East North
Central Central

7,000 7 14,400
17.8 %1 I 115.9%1

West South
Central

7,100
178%1

East
South
Central

4,000
14 4%1

Middle
Atlanta

16,800
118 5%1

V

Illa:\\p
England

9,200
110.2%1

1

South
Atlantic

15,500
117.1%)

,

NOTE: By region, Census Bureau estimates for the total U.S. population in 1985 are broken down as follows:
New England, 5.3 percent; Middle Atlantic, 15.6 percent; East North Central, 17.4 percent; West North
Central, 7.4 percent; South Atlantic, 16.8 percent; East South Central, 6.3 percent; West South Central,
11.1 percent; Mountain, 5.4 percent; and Pacific, 14.7 percent.

Figure 1 Regional distribution of the U.S. population of humanities doctorates and
percentage distribution of the total Ph.D. population, 1985 (estimated population of
1942-1984 humanities Ph.D.s in the U.S. = 90,300 excluding 300 in U.S. possessions).

Field Mobility of Employed Ph.D.s

In February 1985, the number of employed humanities Ph.D.s was 81,900, or
90.4 percent of the total population of humanities doctorates in the United States. This

9The effects and implications of this relatively frequent incidence of humanists being employed in
nonhumanities fields are examined i!. a special study base'i on the 1983 Survey of Doctorates Recipients:
Mary Belisle and Betty D. Maxfield, Humanists on the Move: Employment Patterns for Humanities
Ph.D.s, Washington D.C.: National Academy Press, 1985.
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'TABLE 2 Field Mobility of Employed Humanities Doctorates (1942-1984 Graduates), 1985 (in percent)

1985 Field of
Fmployment

Total
Employed*

Field of Doctorate

Amer "Other Art
History History" History Music

English/ Clas-
Amer sical

Speech/ Phil- Lang Lang
Theater osophy & Lit & Lit

Modem
Lang
& Lit

"Other
Human-
ities"

All Fields (N) 81,900 8,000 11,400 2,400 6,100 3,400 6,600 21,300 1,700 14,200 6,800

American History 7.9 64.5 8.7 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.4 0.1 4.0

"Other History" 9.1 9.1 56.8 0.6 0.0 0.8 0.3 0.1 2.0 0.4 1.2

Art History 2.8 0.0 0.6 84.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.7 0.1 1.5

Music 6.5 0.2 0.0 0.0 86.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0

Speech/Theater 2.8 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 62.6 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.4

Philosophy 5.3 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.3 0.0 63.3 0.0 0.8 0.1 0.6

Eng/Amer Lang & Lit 19.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 5.2 0.4 67.2 1.4 3.8 10.4

Classical Lang & Lit 1.5 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 61.6 0.6 0.4

Modern Lang & Lit 13.4 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.2 1.5 4.6 71.4 6.3

"Other Humanities" 7.6 2.1 1.2 3.0 1.1 2.6 5.1 7.6 6.5 5.2 42.9

Nonhumanities 22.0 21.6 29.9 9.7 11.1 25.5 27.4 21.4 20.8 16.4 30.5

No Report 1.8 2.5 1.7 1.6 1.1 2.5 3.1 1.5 1.1 1.6 1.9

*Includes postdoctoral appointees as well as Ph.D.s employed full-time and part-time.



percentage has remained relatively constant over the past several years (90.3 percent in
1981 and 89.9 percent in 1983).

As shown in Table 2, these humanities Ph.D.s are distributed acrcf:c a variety of
employment fields. The percentage of Ph.D.s from a given field who remain in the smile
field when employed is defined as the retention rate of the field. On the other hand, a
humanilies Ph.D. who is employed either in a nonhumanities field or in a broadly defined
humanities field'° that is different from his/her degree field is defined as "field mobile."
The largest percentage of fielc-mobile Ph.D.s tended to secure employment in
nonhumanities fields (primarily in education). Figure 2 shows the distribution of the
Ph.D.s who were employed in nonhumanities fields.
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Figure 2 Distribution of humanities Ph.D.s employed in nonhumanities fields in 1985.

The disciplines with the highest retention rates were music (86.1 nercent of the
6,100 employed music Ph.D.$) and art history (84.8 percent of the 2,4C., employed art
history Ph.D.$). The lowest retention rate occurred for those Ph.D.s categorized in ' other
humanities" (which includes linguistics, archeology, American studies, religious studies,
and unspecified other humanities). This tendency for high mobility may, however, be
related to the fact that this is such a diversified group that the individuals therein do not
behave like a group in which the individuals had similar training and Ph.D. experiences.
Of the 6,800 Ph.D.s in the "other humanities" group, 30.5 percent were employed in
nonhumanities fields such as education or social sciences. About the same amount of
outflow to nonhumanities occurred for those Ph.D.s with degrees in "otherhistory," where
ahlost one-third of the 11,400 Ph.D.s indicated that they were employed in nonhumanities
areas in 1985.

1013roadly defined humanities fields are those listed in Table 2 under "field of doctorate."
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TABLE 3 Demographic Characteristics of Humanities Ph.D.s (19".2-1984 Graduates), by Field of Doctorate, 1985 (in percent)

Demographic
Characteristics

ag1Prnm1gismM

gsndcr
Male
Female

Rgpigahnicapap
White
M_inority Group

to
Other
No Report

Age in 1985
Under 30
30-34
35-39
40-49
5G -59
60 and over
No Report

Median Age

Cdendar Year of Ph.D,
1942-1949
1950-1959
1900-1969
1970-1979
1980-1982
1983-1984*

Citizenship
U.S.
Foreign**
No Report

Field of Doctorate

All
Fields

Amer
History

"Other
History"

Art
History Music

Speech/
Theater

Phil-
osophy

English/
Amer
Lang
& Lit

Clas-
sical
Lang
& Lit

Modem
Lang
& Lit

"Other
Human-
ides"

90,600 8,800 12,500 2,700 6,100 3,800 7,000 23,700 1,900 16,000 7,500

10.3 85.1 80.9 49.2 77.5 75.2 84.6 64.9 71.1 56.4 67.5
29.7 14.9 19.1 50.8 22.5 24.8 15.4 35.1 28.9 43.6 32.5

92.1 94.4 91.0 93.9 93.7 95.7 95.1 94.7 97.0 85.0 90.1
6.6 4.0 7.4 4.6 5.6 3.1 4.4 3.5 1.8 13.9 9.0
2.9 0.9 2.3 1.0 0.9 0.4 1.2 1.1 0.6 10.5 1.6-
1.6 2,9 2.1 0.8 32 1.7 0.6 1.6 0.7 1.5 2.4
1.6 0.1 2.5 2.5 1.3 0.5 2.3 0.7 0.1 1.7 5.0
0.2 0.1 0.5 0.2 0.2 0,3 0.3 0.0 0.4 0.2 0.1
0.1 0.3 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1
1.3 1.3 1.6 1.3 0.7 1.2 0.4 1.8 1.2 1.0 0.8

0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.7 0.1 0.4 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2
5.4 4.3 4.0 6.1 10.3 5.0 6.1 4.1 6.1 4.9 9.1

15.5 13.5 12.2 22.2 19.3 12.9 17.6 14.0 17.2 15.6 21.6
39.1 41.2 40.9 37.9 32.4 33.0 39.7 41.2 35.7 39.4 36.3
22.4 25.4 23.5 19.8 23.2 26.1 19.6 21.9 20.5 22.6 15.1
17.2 15.6 19.1 14.0 14.0 22.8 16.4 18.6 20.0 17.0 13.7

0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.1 0 0 0.3 0.2 0.0

47 47 48 45 46 49 46 47 47 47 45

2.9 2.2 5.0 1.6 1.2 1.6 3.3 3.3 6.2 2.6 1.4
10.2 13.2 11.6 8.1 7.5 12.0 11.3 10.2 11.8 9.7 6.7
23.0 24.7 26.4 16.7 15.8 31.0 23.8 25.1 28.7 20.5 16.4
47.0 45.4 44.3 50.6 49.3 39.1 47.1 47.7 39.9 50.5 46.0
11.5 10.4 9.3 14.5 16.7 10.1 10.5 9.5 10.0 11.2 19.9
5.4 4.2 3.5 8.3 9.6 6.3 4.2 4.2 3.5 5.6 9.6

96.6 99.5 97.3 94.3 97.6 98. t 96.9 98.7 96.5 92.0 94.6
3.2 0.5 2.4 5.6 2.2 1.3 2.9 1.2 2.9 7.9 5.4
0.2 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.1 0.0

*Excludes Ph.D.s awarded July-December 1984.
**In view of the lack cf a comprehensive sampling frame for foreign-earned Ph.D.s in the United States, the number of humanities Ph.D.s whoare foreign citizens
may be somewhat underestimated.
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With the exception of "other history" and "other humanities," the retention rates for
humanities fields were 60 percent or higher. There was relatively greater field mobility
between history fields: American history and "other history" (9.1 percent and 8.7 percent,
respectively); between languages and literature: classical to modem (4.6 percent) and
modern to English/American (3.8 percent); and from speech/theater to English/American
languages and 1*.terature (5.2 percent). Because these fields have similarities in content
area, the transfer from one to the other is relatively easy.

Demographic Characteristics by Field of Doctorate

The composition of the various fields with regard to sex, racial/ethnic identification,
age, and citizenship is given in Table 3. Results from the 1985 survey show that women
continued to slowly increase their share of the humanities Ph.D. population: of the total
Ph.D. humanists in the United States in February 1985, 29.7 percent were women,
compared to 27.2 percer c in 1981 and 21.9 percent in in 1977. Figure 3 shows the
percentage of women in each field for survey years 1977, 1981, and 1985.
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Figure 3 Percentage of women in the humanities doctoral population, 1977, 1981, 1985.

Findings from previous SDR surveys showed that men consistently outnumbered
women in all humanities fields. This was not true in 1985, where analyses show that
women, outnumbered men in the field of art history (50.8 percent of the 1942-1984 Ph.D.s
were women). The reader should keep in mind, however, that art history is one of the
smallest fields in the humanities, having 2,700 Ph.D.s. Therefore, an increase in the
percentage of women in this field does not constitute a significant increase for women in
humanities overall.
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As was true in 1983, the representation of women it most fields increased by
1-2 percent, except in classical languages and literature, where women have shown a
steady decline of about 1 percent since the 1981 survey. Other fields where relatively high
percentages of women were represented were modern languages and literature
(43.6 percent of the 16,000 Ph.D.$), English/American languages and literature
(35.1 percent of the 23,700 Ph.D.$), and "other humanities" (32.5 percent of the 7,500
doctorates). While the percentages of women in history and philosophy are increasing
(from 14.3 percent in 1977 to 17.4 percent in 1985 in history and from 13.5 percent in
1977 to 15.4 percent in 1985 in philosophy), these fields continue to have the lowest
percentages of women.

Members of racial/ethnic minority groups (i.e., Blacks, American Indians, Asians,
and Hispanics) constituted 6.6 percent of the humanities Ph.D. population in 1985,
increasing from 6.2 percent in 1983. As seen in Figure 4, this small increase in the
percentage of minorities has been consistently observed since 1977, when minorities
represented 4.7 percent of the population. The field that had the highest representation of
minorities was modern languages and literature, in which 10.5 percent of the Ph.D.s were
Hispanic and 3.4 percent were Black, Asian, or American Indian. Representation of
Blacks, Asians, American Indians, and Hispanics was small across the remaining
humanities fields, ranging from 3.2 percent for Blacks in music to less than 0.1 percent
for American Indians in English/American languages and literature. Although all
humanities fields have a small representation of minorities,only the American Indian group
has shown a decline since 1979 (0.4 percent to 0.2 nercent). For the same period, Blacks
have increased their representation from 1.5 percent to 1.8 percent, and Asian
representation has increased from 1.1 percent to 1.6 percent.

6
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Figure 4 Percentage of minorities in the humanities doctoral population, 1977-1985.

The median age of Ph.D. humanists increased in 1985. It had been a steady 45
years during the 1981 and 1983 surveys; however, the median age of Ph.D. humanists in
1985 was 47 years. This age increase is related to the fact that Ph.D. production has
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decreased slightly and graduates are slightly older when .eceiving their doctorates.11
Overall, only one-fifth of the Ph.D. humanists were younger than 40 years of age. The
fields of "other humanities," music, and art history had the highest percentage of Ph.D.s
under 40 years of age: 30.9 percent, 30.3 percent, and 28.3 percent, respectively. As
was true in past surveys, Ph.D.s in speech/theater were oldest, with almost 50 percent
falling into the "50 years and older" category.

A review by field of the calendar year in which Ph.D.s were awarded provides an
indication of the relative growth and the attractiveness of the fields over time. For example,
the fields of art history, music, and "other humanities" have produced aprroximately two-
thirds of their doctorates since 1970. Fields such as classical languages and literature,
speech/theater, and "other history" have produced only 53.4 percent, 55.5 percent, and
57.1 percent, respectively, during, the 1970-1984 period.

In 1985, 3.2 percent of the humanities Ph.D.s in the United States were foreign
citizens, a slight increase from 1983 and 1981 figures (3.0 and 2.7 percent, respectively).
The degree fields with the highest percentage of foreign citizens have remained the same
over the years: modern languages and literature (7.9 percent), art history (5.6 percent),
and "other humanities" (5.4 percent). The field of American history had the lowest
percentage of foreign citizens, 0.5 percent. However, as the SDR does not have a
comprehensive sampling frame for foreign-earned Ph.D.s, these percentages are most
likely an underestimation of the representation of foreign citizens in the Ph.D. population in
the United States.

11The median age of the 3,745 humanities doctorates who graduated in FY1981 was 33.5 years. In
FY1984, the number graduating dropped to 3,528 and their median age rose to 34.5 years. See Summary
Report 1981: Doctorate Recipients from United States Universities, Washington, D.C.: National
Academy Press, and Summary Report 1984: Doctorate Recipients from United States Universities,
Washington, D.C.: National Academy Press.
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EMPLOYMENT

Employment Status by Field of Doctorate

Approximately 83 percent of the 90,600 humanities doctorates who earned their
degrees during 1942-1984 were employed in full-time positions in February 1985
(Table 4). As can be seen in Figure 5, this percentage has declined slightly sine' 1977,
when Rpproximately 84 percent were employed full-time. The percentage holdnig part-
time positions, on the other hand, has beer increasing over this time period--from
4.6 pc:cent in 1977 to 7.1 percent in 1985. ire small percentage who reported that they
were on postdoctoral appointmentsa declined even further, from 1.0 percent in 1977 to
0.3 percent in 1985.

The percentage of doctorates N. 10 were not employed has decreased slightly over
the years: 9.6 percent in 1977, 9.2 percent in 1981, and 9.0 percent in 1985. The reader
is cautioned, however, that the 9.6 percent classified as "not employed" is NOT an
unemployme.t rate. This rate is calculated on the total population of 1942-1984 humanities
doctorates and therefore includes those who were retired (6.2 percent), those who were
not seeking employment (1.6 percent), and those not reporting employment status
(0.3 percent)--none of whom are considered part of the labor force in this report.

For purposes of this report, the 1985 humanities doctoral labor force consists of
those Ph.D.s who were either on postdoctoral appointments, employed in full-time or part-
time jobs, or unemployed but seeking employment during February 1985. The percentage
of humanities doctorates in the labor force during February of the survey years has
remained relatively constant: 92.3 percent in 1977; 91.1 percent in 1979; 91.7 percent in
1981; 91.4 percent in 1983; and 91.6 percent in 1985. Characteristics of the humanities
labor force will be discussed in the following section.

Philosophy continued to have the highest percentage of Ph.D.s in full-time
employment, 88.1 percent. However. the only field with a notable increase since 1983 in
the percentage employed full-time was modem languages and literature (81.7 percent in
1985 compared to 78.2 percent in 1983) In the other humanities fields, the percentage
employed full-time was stable or increased only slightly. Ph.D.s in art history were an
exception, with 77.0 percent reporting full-time employment in 1985 compared to
78.4 percent in 1983. Along with having thc lowest percentage of those employed full-
time, art history continued to show the highest percentage employed in part-time jobs
(10.5 percent) and on postdoctoral appointments (1.6 percent). In fact, this was the only
field with greater than 1.0 percent on postdoctoral appointments; all other humanities fields
had 0.5 percent or less.

The fields of classical languages and literature and modem languages and literature
had the highest percentages of Ph.D.s who were not employed in February 1985
(11.2 percent and 11.1 percent, respectively). However, over half of these Ph.D.s were
retired (6.0 percent and 6.3 percent, respectively), and an additional 2 percent in each

12This category includes postdoctoral fellowships, traineeships, research associateships, and internships.
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TABLE 4 Employment Status of Humanities Ph.D.s (1942-1984 Graduates), by Field of Doctorate, 1985 (in percent)

Employment Status
All
Fields

Field of Doctorate

Amer "Other
History History"

Art
History Music

English/
Amer

Speech/ Phil- Lang
Theater osophy & Lit

Clas-
sical
Lang

& Lit

Modern "Other
Lang Human-
& Lit ities"

Total Population (N) 90,600 8,800 12,500 2,700 6,700 3,800 7,000 23,700 1,900 16,000 7,500

Employed Full-Time 83.0 86.0 84.6 77.0 82.6 82.1 88.1 81.7 80.7 81.7 82.7

Employed Part-Time 7.1 5.4 6.4 10.5 8.7 7.8 6.1 7.3 7.7 6.9 7.8
4=b

Postdoctoral Appointment* 0.3 0.3 0.1 1.6 0.4 0.2 0.5 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.4

Not Employed** 9.6 8.2 8.9 10.9 8.3 9.9 5.3 10.8 11.2 11.1 9.1

See-king Employment 1.5 1.0 1.8 1.9 2.1 0.9 1.1 0.9 2.3 2.5 1.9

Nc. Seeking Employinent 1.6 0.7 0.9 2.0 0.6 1.0 1.1 2.2 2.0 2.2 1.6

Retired 6.2 6.0 5.5 5.6 5.6 7.8 3.0 7.6 6.0 6.3 5.1

Other 0.3 0.5 0.7 1.4 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.5

28

*The percentages if postdoctoral appointees may be underestimated because information about foreign Ph.D.s who came to the U.S.for postdoctoral research
or study is incomplete.
**Percentages are not unemployment rates because they are calculated on the total population, which includes those retired, those not seeking employment,
and those not reporting status, none of whom arc, considered part of the labor force in this report.
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Figure 5 Percentage of the humanities doctoral population employed full-time or part-time,
1977, 1981, 1985.

field were not seeking employment. Overall, though, the fields of speech/theater and
English/American languages and literature had the highest percentages of Ph.D.s who were
retired in 1985: 7.8 percent and 7.6percent, respectively. The field of philosophy had
the lowest percentage of retired Ph.D.s, only 3.0 percent of its 7,000 members.

Emr yment Status of Recent Ph.D.s

As shown in Table 5, the percentages of 1979-1984 Ph.D.s in full-time jobs was
similar to percentages for the total cohort across fields, except in modern languages and
literature, where only 76.7 percent of the recent graduates reported being in full-time jobs,
compared to 81.7 percent of the total Ph.D.s in the field. For all humanities Ph.D.s, the
most notable difference between the recent Ph.D. graduates and the total cohort was the
higher percentage of recent Ph.D.s who were in part-time jobs--11.3 percent, compared to
7.1 percent of the total cohort. This difference between the recent graduates and the total
cohort can be seen within each humanities field as well.

Postdoctoral appointments are most frequently held by recent graduates, but for
humanities Ph.D.s the percentages in this category are small even for the recent cohort--less
than 1.0 percent for all fields except art history, which had 3.3 percent of its 700 recent
graduates on postdoctoral appointments in February 1985.

15

30



'TABLE 5 Employment Status of Humanities Ph.D.s (1979-1984 Graduates), by Field of Doctorate, 1985 (in percent)

Employment Status
All
Fields

Field of Doctorate

Amer "Other
History History"

Art
History Music

English/
Amer

Speech/ Phil- Lang
Theater osophy & Lit

Clas-
sical
Lang

& Lit

Modern "Other
Lang Human-

& Lit ities"

Total Population(N) 18,900 1,400 2,000 700 2,200 800 1,400 4,200 300 3,400 2,500

Employed Full-Time 82.0 87.4 84.7 77.5 81.5 83.3 87.1 81.7 81.2 76.7 83.2

Employed Part-Time 11.3 5.9 9.4 12.1 13.8 11.0 8.8 11.8 14.1 13.3 11.0

Postdoctoral Apptointment* 0.6 0.1 0.4 3.3 0.6 0.9 0.4 0.2 1.8 0.7 0.3

Not Employed** 6.2 6.6 5.5 7.1 4.0 4.8 3.7 6.2 2.9 9.4 5.5

Seeking Employment 2.7 5.3 0.9 4.3 2.9 2.5 0.4 1.4 1.4 5.2 2.5

Not Seeking Employment 2.5 1.3 1.0 1.3 1.2 1.3 2.1 4.3 1.4 3.5 2.0

Retired 0.6 0.0 0.8 0.9 0,0 0.0 1.1 0.6 0.0 0.6 0.8

Other 0.4 0.0 2.8 0.5 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2

*The percentages of postdoctoral appointees may be underestimated because information about foreign Ph.D.s who carc.e to the I J.S.for postdoctoral research

or study is incomplete.
**Percentages are not unemployment rates because they are calculated on the total population, which includes those retired, those not seeking employment,
and those not reporting status, none of whom are considered part of the labor force in this report.



Recent graduates in modern languages and literature had the highest percentage
(9.4) who were not employed in 1985. A further breakdown of this group shows that
5.2 percent were seeking employment, but another 4.1 percent were either retired or
unemployed and not seeking employment. The latter statistic is surprising in view of the
fact that it applies to recent graduates. The same kind of finding is noted in the field of
English/American languages and literature, where 4.9 percent of the 4,200 Ph.D.s in the
recent cohort indicated that they were either retired or not employed and not seeking
employment. Various possible explanations for these figures include lack of suitable job
opportunities in one's field, no financial requirement to work, dependent children limiting
one's flexibility in the job market, earning the doctorate at an advanced age, or
discouragement with the job market.

Labor Force

As mentioned earlier, the labor force is defined as those Ph.D.s who are employed
full-time or part-time, on rostdoctoral appointments, or unemployed but seeking
employment. Of the total humanities Ph.D. labor force in 1985 (approximately 83,300),
90.2 percent were employed in full-time positions, and 1.7 percent were unemployed but
seeking employment (Table 6). The remaining 8.1 percent of the labor force held part-time
jobs or postdoctoral appointments. Of the 7.7 percent who were employed in part-time
jobs, less than one-third (2.5 percent) were seeking full-time employment. The unemploy-
ment rate (1.7 percent) has remained unchanged since 1983.

By field, the unemployment rates varied slightly, with modern languages and
literature and classical languages and literature having the highest rates (2.7 percent and
2.6 percent, respectively) and American history and philosophy the lowest (1.1 and
1.0 percent, respectively). More than half of the Ph.D.s in "otherhumanities" who were
employed part-time were seeking full-time employment. In all other fields, only 20-
35 percent of the part-time employed were seeking full-time employment.

The unemployment rate for the recent graduates gable 7) was higher than for the
total group of huh' pities Ph.D.s (2.8 percent compared to 1.7 percent). By field, recent
Ph.D.s in modera languages and literature ard American history had the highest
percentages unemployed (5.4 percent and 5.3 percent, respectively). Also, of the
11.7 percent recent graduates who were employed part-time, more than half (6.2 percent)
were seeking full-time employment (compared to less than one-third for the total group).
Thus, it may be concluded that the recent graduates in the humanities have a somewhat
more difficult time securing jobs than the group as a whole.

Geographic Distribution

By region, the number of Ph.D.s in the labor force varied greatly (Table 8). The
smallest number of humanities Ph.D.s in the labor force were in the East South Central
(3,700) and Mountain (3,900) regions. On the other hand, the Middle Atlantic region and
the South Atlantic region had the greatest number of humanists in the labor force (15,700
and 14,300. respectively).

With reference to employment status across the regions, the West North Central
region (Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, North Dakota, Nebraska, and South Dakota)
had the highest percentage of humanists who were employed full-time (93.2 percent of the
6,500 Ph.D.s in the labor force in the region). All the other regions, except the Pacific
region, had full-time employment rates of approximately 90 percent.

As was true in previous years, the Ph.D.s in the Pacific region (Alaska, California,
Hawaii, Oregon, and Washington) had the lowest rate of full-time employment
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TABLE 6 Employment and Unemployment of Humanities Ph.D.s (1942-1984 Graduates) in the United States Labor Force,
by Field of Doctorate, 1985 (in percent)

Employment Status
All
Fields

Field of Doctorate

Amer "Other Art
History History" History Music

Speech/
Theater

English/
Amer

Phil- Lang
osophy & Lit

Clas-
sical
Lang
& Lit

Modern "Other
Lang Human-
& Lit ities"

1985 Labor Fore e* (N) 83,300 8,100 11,700 2,400 6,300 3,500 6,700 21,400 1,700 14,600 6,5:71

co Employed Full-Time 90.2 92.7 91.1 84.6 88.1 90.2 92.0 90.7 88.6 89.4 89.1

Employed Part-Time 7.7 5.9 6.9 11.6 9.2 8.5 6.4 8.1 8.4 7.6 8.4

Seeking Full-Tmo 2.5 1.6 1.8 2.9 2.7 2 6 1.6 2.8 2.7 2.7 4.3

Not Seeking Full-Tinte** 5.k. 4.2 5.2 8.7 6.6 6.0 4.7 5.3 5.7 4.9 4.1

Postdoctoral Appointment 0.4 0.4 0.1 1.7 0.5 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.4

Unemployed/Seeking 1.7 1.1 1.9 2.1 2.2 1.0 1.2 1.0 2.6 2.7 2.1

*Includes those employed full-time or part-time, postdoctoral appointees, and those seeking employment.
**Includes those who did not report whether they were seeking full-time employment.



TABLE 7 Employment and Unemployment of Humanities Ph.D.s (1979-1984 Graduates) in the United States Labor Force,
by Field of Doctorate, 1985 (in percent)

Employment Status
All
Fields

Field of Doctorate

Amer "Other Art
History History" History Music

Speech! : .4i1-
Theater osophy

English!
Amer
Lang

ez Lit

Clas-
sical
Lang

& Lit

Modem "Other
Lang Human-

& Lit ities"

._. 1985 Labor Force* (N) 18,300 1,400 1,900 700 2,200 700 1,300 4,000 300 3,300 2,500
CD

Employed Full-Time 84.9 88.6 88.7 79.7 82.5 Q5.2 90.0 85.9 82.4 80.0 85.7

Employed Part-Time 11.7 6.0 9.8 12.5 13.9 11.2 9.1 12.4 14.3 13.8 11.4

Seeking Pull-Time 6.2 6.0 5.9 4.. 4.7 4.7 4.2 8.1 7.3 7.2 5.5

Not Seeking Fall -Time** 5.5 0.0 3.9 7.8 9.3 6.5 4.9 4.3 7.0 6.6 5.9

Postdoctoral Appointment 0.6 0.1 0.5 3.4 0.7 0.9 0.5 0.2 1.8 0.7 0.3

Unemployed/Seeking 2.8 5.3 1.0 4.4 2.9 2.6 0.5 1.4 1.5 5.4 2.6

*Includes those employed full-time or part-time, postdoctoral appointees, and those seeking employment.
**Includes those who did not report whether they were seeking full-time employment.
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TABLE 8 Employment and Unemployment of Humanities Ph.D.s in the United States Labor Force, by Region, 1985 (in
percent)

1985 Locat;on (Region)

Total Ph.D.
Labor Force

(N)*

1985 Labor Force Status

Employed
Full-time

Employed
Part-time

Postdoctoral
Appointment

Unemployed
& Seeking
Employment

All Regions 83,300 90.2 7.7 0.4 1.7

New England 8,500 89.6 8.4 0.1 1.9

Middle Atlantic 15,700 89.7 8.0 0.4 1.9

East North Central 13,100 91.0 7.5 0.1 1.4

West North Central 6,500 93.2 5.5 0.2 1.1

South Atlantic 14,300 90.8 7.1 0.8 1.3

East South Central 3,700 90.0 7.0 1.0 1.9

West South Central 6,600 92.1 6.6 0.1 1.1

Mountain 3,900 91.7 6.9 0.2 1.3

Pacific 10,800 86.4 10.4 0.4 2.8

U.S. Possessions 200 91.2 8.8 0.0 0.0

*Includes those employed full-time or pan-time, postdoctoral appointees, and those seeking employment.

NOTE: Regions by state are as follows: New England (Cumecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, Vermont); Middle
Atlantic (New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania); East North Central (Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Ohio, Wisconsin); West North Central (Iowa,
Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, North Dakota, Nebraska, South Dakota); South Atlantic (Delaware, District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia,
Maryland, North Carolina, South Carolina, Virginia, West Virginia); East South Central (Kentucky, Alabama, Mississippi, Tennessee); West
South Central (Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, Texas); Mountain (Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, New Mexico,Nevada, Utah, Wyoming);
and Pacific (Alaska, California, Hawaii, Oregon, Washington).
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(86.4 percent), the highest rate of part-time employment (10.4 percent), and the highest
unemployment rate (2.8 percent). In view of this rather somber employment picture, it is
surprising to note that the size of the Ph.D. labor force in the Pacific region has increased
by 600 since 1983, or 11 percent of the total increase for all regions. In the West North
Central region, which had the highest percentage employed full-time and the lowest
percentage seeking employment, the labor force increased by only 100, or 1.9 percent of
the total increase.

Type of Employer by Field of Doctorate

In 1985, approximately 81,600 of the 90,600 humanities Ph.D.s in the United
States were employed in either full-time or part-time jobs. Table 9 shows that overall,
82.3 percent of these employed Ph.D.s were working in educational institutions (4-year
college, university, or medical school; 2-year college; elementary/secondary school). This
percentage has been declining steadily since 1979, when 86.6 percent of the humanities
Ph.Ds indicated that they were employed by educational institutions. This decline is
evident not only for the total group, but also within the various humanities fields.

Conversely, the percentage of Ph.D. humanists working in business/industry (the
second most frequent employer of humanities Ph.D.s overall) has increased steadily from
5.6 percent in 1979 to 8.7 percent in 1985. For most humanities fields, the percentage of
Ph.D.s employed in business/industry has increased over the years, with the fields of
speech/theater, mile.; philosophy, and "other humanities" reporting approximately
10 percent of their Ph.D.s so employed in 1985.

While only 2.4 percent of all humanities doctorates reported that they were
employed by the federal government in 1985, the percentage is more than twice as high for
history Ph.D.s (5.9 percent for "other history" and 5.5 percent for American history). In
fact, government employment on all levels (federal, state, and local) attracted 8.7 percent
of the American history Ph.D.s and 8.3 percent of the "other history" Ph.D.s, thus making
"government" the second most frequent employer for historians.

Art history Ph.D.s and humanists in the "other humanities" category frequently
accepted employment with nonprofit organizations other than educational institutions
(9.9 percent and 8.8 percent, respectively). In fact, nonprofit organizations were the
second most frequently reported employer for art historians.

Employers of Recent Ph.D.s

In 1985, 76.2 percent of the 1979-1984 Ph.D.s were employed in ed:cational
institutions (Table 10). In comparison with all humanities Ph.D.s, the recent doctorates
were far less likely to be working in 4-year colleges /universities /medical schools
(65.7 percent versus 74.3 percent for the total group) and more likely to be employed
either by ?.-year colleges and elementary and secondary schools (10.5 percent compared to
8.0 percent for the total group) or by business/industry (11.6 percent compared to
8.7 percent for the total group).

As was true for the 1942-1984 Ph.D. cohorts, government (federal, state, and
local) employed large percentages of recent Ph.D. historians (16.0 percent of American
history Ph.D.s and 14.5 percent of "other history" Ph.D.$), and other nonprofit
organizations were agrin the second most frequent employer of recent graduates with art
history degrees (14.1 percent).
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TABLE 9 Type of Employer of Humanities Ph.D.s (1942-1984 Graduates), by Field of Doctorate, 1985 (in percent)

Field of Doctorate

English/ Clas-
Amer sical Modem "Other

All Amer "Other Art Speech/ Phil- Lang Lang Lang Human-
Type of Employer Fields History History" History Music Theater osophy & Lit & Lit & Lit ities"

Employed Population*(N) 81,600 8,000 11,400 2,300 6,100 3,400 6,600 21,200 1,700 14,100 6,800

Educational Institution 82.3 79.2 79.3 78.2 81.2 84.5 83.2 85.6 83.5 85.9 73.5

4-Yr Catirdvibtod Sob 74.3 69,4 70.9 77.1 72.8 75.6 77.9 76.2 79.1 78.3 66.5

N vreitr I 5.1 61 5.8 0.4 5.2 6.5 3.7 6.4 0.5 3.4 5.3

Elem/SecOadar 2.9 3.5 /6 0.7 3.2 2.4 1.6 3.0 3.9 4.2 1.7

Business/Industry** 8.7 5.0 7.0 7.4 10.6 10.7 10.0 9.8 6.4 8.3 10.5

U.S. Government 2.4- 5.5 5.9 1.9 0.6 0.1 1.3 0.8 1.2 2.1 2.9

Slate/Local Government 1.7 3.2 2.4 2.1 0.5 1.3 1.4 1.3 1.5 1.0 3.3

Non-Profit Organization 4.3 6.7 5.4 9.9 5.9 3.0 2.8 2.3 6.7 2.1 8.8

No Report 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.4 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.4 0.1 0.6 41

*Includes those employed full-time or part-time.
**Includes self-employed.

NOTE: Percentages for those reporting "other" types of employers are not included in this table; therefore, totals may not add to 100 percent.



TABLE 10 Type of Employer of Humanities Ph.D.s (1979-1984 Graduates), by Field of Doctorate, 1985 (in percent)

Field of Doctorate

Type of Employer
All
Fields

Amer "Other An
History History" History Music

English/
Amer

Speech/ Phil- Lang
Theater osophy & Lit

Clas-
sical
Lang
& Lit

Modern "Other
Lang Human-
& Lit ities"

Employed Population*(N) 17,700 1,300 1,900 700 2,100 700 1,300 3,900 300 3,100 2,400

Educational In.-timtion 76.2 67.3 66.1 73.4 76.5 79.8 82.1 82.6 80.3 82.1 66.6

IV
CO

Business/Industry" 11.6 9.7 12.7 6.4 13.3 15.7 10.0 11.5 11.0 11.0 12.5

U.S. Government 3.3 9.9 8.2 1.8 0.7 0.0 1.2 1.4 4.2 2.3 4.9

State/Local Government 2.4 6.1 6.3 3.0 1.2 0.0 2.5 1.5 0.0 1.1 1.8

Non-Profit Organization 5.5 7.1 6.6 14.1 5.8 4.1 0.6 2.0 4.5 3.0 13.1

No Report 0.1 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.3

*Includes thor employed full-time or part-time.
**Includes self-employed.

NOTE: Percentages or those reporting "other" types of employers are not included in this table; therefore, totals may not add to 100 percent.
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Primary Work Activity by Field of Doctorate

As seen in Table 11, teaching and management/administration were most frequently
reported as the primar,- work activity of humanities Ph.D.s. Teaching and management/
administrtion were also fie most frequently reported primary work activities of humanities
Ph.D.s in previous survey years; however, since 1981 there has been a decline in the
percentage of Ph.D.s engaged primarily in teaching (69.7 percent in 1981 to 66.3 percent
in 1983 to 63.5 percent in 1985) and an increase in the percent of humanists engaged
primarily in management/administrative work (11.0 percent in 1981 to 11.4 percent in
1983 to 12.9 percent in 1985).

By field, variations in the type of work were reported by the humanities Ph.D.s.
Teaching was reported as the primary work activity by 68.4 percent of the 14,100 Ph.D.s
with degrees in modern languages and literature, but by only 57.8 percent of the Ph.D.s
with degrees in "other history." As pointed out earlier, the relatively high percentage of
history doctorates employed in government positions may help to explain the more than
16 percent reporting management/administration as their primary activity. It is also worth
noting the trend, for the past several surveys, for history Ph.D.s to have teaching as their
primary activity less frequently. Whether this is the result of fewer hist Ay teaching jobs or
of an ever-increasing demand for history Ph.D.s in managerial jobs is difficult to say.
Nonetheless, less than 60 percent of the history Ph.D.s (American and "other history"
combined) that they were engaged primarily in teaching in 1985, a decline from
1983 and 196 percent ard 64.5 percent, respectively).

As was true in previous surveys, several work activities are peculiar to specific
fields. Curatorial work was reported as the primary work activity by 7.0 percent of art
history Ph.D.s (compared to 0.3 percent of all humanities Ph.D.$), and performing arts
was reported by 9.2 percent of music Ph.D.s (compared to 1.0 percent of the total). TIle
percentage of philosophy Ph.D.s reporting research and development as their primary
activity was almost twice the percentage for all humanities Ph.D.s combined (8.6 percent
compared to 4.9 percent).

Primary Work Activity of Recent Ph.D.s

The humanities Ph.D.s who graduated between 1979 and 1984 had a pattern of
work activities similar to that of the total (Table 12), with 62.2 percent engaged primarily
in teaching and 8.8 percent in management/administration. There wa.1, however, a
tremendous variation across fields. For example, 71.0 percent of the recent music Ph.D.s
and 70.7 percent of the recent modern languages and literature Ph.D.s reported that they
were engaged primarily in teaching in 1985, while the percentage for the recent ''.,her
history" Ph.D.s was only 48.0.

Several rk activities within fields show a heavy concentration of ;cent
graduates. Over 14 percent of the recent "other history" Ph.D.s were etibagecl primarily in
research and development. This represents approximately one-third of the total of "other
history" Ph.D.s with research and development as their primary activity. Of the 1979-1984
American history Ph.D.s, 17.4 percent reported that they were engaged primarily in
writing/editing work. This represents almost 40 percent of the total of American 1...;tory
Ph.D.s engaged primarily in this area of work. Finally, 14.0 percent of the recent
graduates in art history were engaged primarily in curatorial work, which represents over
60 percent of the total of Ph.D.s in art history who work primarily in this area.

24



TABLE 11 Primary Work Activity of Humanities Ph.D.s (1942-1984 Graduates), by Field of Doctorate, 1985 (in percent)

Field of Doctorate

Primary Work Activity
All
Fields

Amer "Other Art
History History" History Music

English/
Amer

Speech/ Phil- Lang
Theater osophy & Lit

Clas-
sical
Lang

& Lit

Employed Population(N) 81,600 8,000 11,400 2,300 6,100 3,400 6,600 21,200 1,700

Teaching 63.5 60.8 57.8 61.9 65.3 65.8 61.8 66.9 64.1

Management
Administration 12.9 16.1 i6.5 10.0 10.5 13.9 11.6 12.7 9.6

Research/Development 4.9 6.0 7.5 4.9 3.7 1.2 8.6 1.6 7.2

Consulting/
Professional Services 3.8 4.3 3.5 2.6 2.2 3.8 4.7 3.7 3.9

Writing/Editing 5.5 7.3 4.6 5.0 21 4.6 4.7 7.4 6.3

Performing Arts 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 9.2 4.5 0.2 0.0 0.2

Other Activities 5.0 4.7 6.6 10.7 4.0 3.1 4.6 3.8 5.3

If&

No Report 3.4 0.8 3.4 4.3 3.0 3.92.9 3.8 3.4

Modem "Other
Lang Human-
& Lit hies"

14,100 6,800

68.4 55.1

10.0 14.2

5.8 7.0

3.0 6.2

4.3 6.4

0.1 0.2

4.3 7.9

7

4.1 2.9

*Includes those employed full-time or part-time.
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TABLE 12 Primary W( rk Activity of Humanities Ph.D.s (1979-1984 Graduates), by Field of Doctorate, 1985 (in percent)

Field of Doctorate

Primary Work Activity
All
Fields

Amer "Other An
History History" History Music

English/
Amer

Speech/ Phil- Lang
Theater osophy & Lit

Clas-
sical
Lang

& Lit

Modern "Other
Lang Human-
& Lit ities"

Employed Population*(N) 17,700 1,300 1,900 700 2,100 700 1,300 3,900 300 3,100 2,400

Teaching 62.2 54.2 48.0 57.0 71.0 57.6 65.1 68.6 64.8 70.7 49.8

Management/
Administration 8.8 7.7 11.5 6.7 5.0 13.2 7.3 9.9 6.8 6.8 11.5

Research/Development 7.0 11.2 14.2 6.0 5.8 2.0 11.2 1.2 3.4 4.4 12.6

Consulting/
Professional Services 2.7 0.4 0.9 0.7 1.4 3.2 0.0 3.7 1.9 3.5 5.5

Writing/Editing 7.4 17.4 7.2 6.5 0.2 10.4 6.6 11.1 13.3 3.6 6.1

Performing Arts 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.9 7.6 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.3 0.0

Other Activities 7.6 9.0 14.9 16.2 5.0 3.2 5.6 3.5 8.7 6.5 11.4

No Report

1.8

1.3

2.8 0.0 3.2 6.8 1. 2.8 4.2 2.1 0.0 4.2 3.0

*Includes those employed fuh-time or part-time.



MEDIAN ANNUAL SALARY

By Field of Doctorate, Gender, and Years Since Doctorate

The median annual salary of full-time employed humaniti ;s Ph.D.s in 1985 was
$34,600 (as shown in Table 13), a 12.7 percent increase fium the 1983 median salary of
$30,700. This latest percentage represents a downturn in the growth rate of humanities
salaries: prior to 1985, the percentage increase had been getting larger every two years
(8.5 percent from 1977 to 1979, 14.8 percent from 1979 to 1981, and 16.3 percent from
1981 to 1983).

By field, Ph.D.s with degrees in American history had the highest median salary,
$37,300. On the other hand, Ph.D.s in the "other humanities" field had the lowest median
salary, $31,500, followed closely by Ph.D.s in mu.iic ($32,400) and Ph.D.s in classical
languages and literature ($32,600). Ph.D.s in speech/theater, who had been holding the
highest median salaries for the previous four survey years, dropped behind Ph.D.s both in
American history and "other history" and in philosophy.

For all fields combined, men had a median salary of $35,800 compared to $30,700
for women, a differential of over $5,000. Across all humanities fields, the median salaries
of the men were consistently higher than those of the women in the same fields (Figure 6).
Although both women and men in the field of American history earned the highest median
salaries, the salaries of female Ph.D.s were substantially lower than those of the male
Ph.D.s ($32,900 for females compared to $38,100 for males, a $5,200 difference). The
largest difference across the humanities fields by sex occurred in philosophy, in which
male Ph.D.s earned a median salary of $36,500 compared to $30,800 for women, a
$5,700 gap. The smallest salary differences occurred in the fields of "other humanities"
($2,700 difference) and classical languages and literature ($2,900difference).

In general, the median annual salaries of men and women became more disparate
with the increase in the number of years since the Ph.D. was awarded. For all fields
combined, the salary differential between men and women within five years of receipt of
Ph.D. was only $700, and in two fields the median salary for women was higher than that
for men ("other history": $26,500 for women and $25,700 for men; and English and
American languages and literature: $25,800 for women and $25,300 for men). In art
history and speech/theater, on the other hand, men within five years of receipt of Ph.D.
made considerably more than their female counterparts (approximately $28,000 for men
and approximately $24,000 for women).

As the number of years since receipt of the doctorate increases, so does the gap
between salaries of men and women: a differential of $1,300 for Ph.D.s receiving their
doctorates 11-15 years earlier and $4,600 for those having their degrees for 21-30 years.
The greatest difference in median salaries was for those Ph.D.s whose degrees were earned
over 30 years ago. However, because of the relatively small number in this cohort, mer4;an
salaries could be reported by field and sex only for modern languages and literature, where
men received the highest median salaries of all humanities fields, $52,500.
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TA BLE 13 Median Annual Salaries of Humanities Ph.D.s Employed Full-Time, by Gender, Years Since Ph.D., and Field of Ph.D.,
1985 (in thousands of dollars)

Gender and Years
Since Ph.D.

All
Fields

Field of Doctorate

Amer "Other Art
History History" History Music

English/
Amer

Speech/ Phil- Lang
Theater osophy & Lit

Clas-
sical
Lang
& Lit

Modern "Other
Lang Human-

& Lit ities"

Total $34.6 $37.3 $36.4 $33.3 $32.4 $35.6 $36.1 $34.1 $32.6 $33.6 $31.5
5 or Less 25.7 26.0 26.1 25.7 25.8 27.3 25.9 25.6 24.7 24.8 26.3
6-10 30.0 31.4 30.9 29.6 30.3 32.1 30.5 29.3 29.1 28.9 29.9
11-15 35.5 37.3 36.3 38.4 37 4 36.1 35.4 34.5 33.2 35.1 33.7
16-20 39.3 40.7 39.7 42.3 40. 39.7 39.9 40.0 36.6 37.7 40.2
21-30 45.1 48.1 48.4 48.7 40.7 42.3 47.0 41.4 38.6 45.4 45.2
Over 30 49.5 50.9 48.0 51.5

N Male. Total $35.8 $38.1 $36.9 $35.9 $33.5 $36.4 $36.5 $35.2 33.6 $35.4 $32.6
cc' 5 or Less 26.0 24.0 25.7 28.0 26.1 28.6 26.6 25.3 25.4 25.8 26.6

6-10 30.5 32.6 31.2 28.9 30.4 33.2 30.6 29.9 29.5 30.2 29.6
11-15 35.8 37.S 36.2 39.5 38.1 36.3 35.4 34.5 33.4 35.6 33.6
16-20 40.3 40.6 39.8 42.4 40.8 40.1 40.6 40.7 36.8 39.2 40.2
21-30 45.5 48.0 48.6 51.5 40.7 43.2 47.2 41.4 38.8 48.5 45.7
Over 30 50.7 52.5

Female. Total $30.7 $32.9 $32.2 31.1 $28.2 $30.9 $30.8 $31.2 $30.7 $29.9 $29.9
5 or Less 25.3 26.5 24.9 24.4 24.2 24.2 25.8 23.2 24.0 25.8
6-10 28.9 28.1 30.7 30.2 29.8 28.5 29.6 29.0 27.4 26.5 30.1
11-15 34.5 34.7 36.8 37.4 35.2 34.6 34.0 34.5 32.1 33.7 34.0
16-20 36.8 36.3 39.0 36.3 34.9 36.5 36.6 40.1
21-30 40.9 45.1 37.6 35.5 40.9 42.3 41.5
Over 30 41.8

NOTE: Median salaries were computed only for Ph.D.s employed full-time, excluding those in the U.S. military. Academic salaries were multiplied by
11/9 to adjust for a full-time scale. Medians were not provided for cells with less than 20 cases reporting salary.
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Figure 6 Median annual salaries of humanities Ph.D.s employed full-time, by field of
doctorate and gender, 1985.

By Field of Doctorate, Gender, and Type of Employer

The median annual salaries of humanities Ph.D.s by type of employer varied
considerably. Overall, 4-year colleges/universities/medical schools and 2-year colleges
provided the highest salaries for humanities doctorates, $35,100 and $35,000, respectively
(Table 14). The lowest median salaries were earned by humanities Ph.D.s employed by
elementary/secondary schools ($30,000) and business/industry, including self-employed
individuals ($30,800). A comparison of salaries reported in 1983 and in 1985 shows that
government-employed humanists experienced the greatest increase (from $28,600 to
$33,500, a $4,900 increase). Inoreases since 1983 for those employed by educational
institutions and by business/industry were $3,900 and $3,000, respectively.

By field, music and American history Ph.D.s working at 2-year colleges had the
highest median salaries ($40,300 and $39,500, respectively). Music Ph.D.s working in
business/industry reported the lowest median salary ($25,500).

As reported earlier, men consistently earned higher median salaries than women
across all the humanities fields. Analysis of the salary data by type of employer shows
some even greater disparities between the salaries for men and women in certain fields.
For example. men with degrees in modern languages and literature and employed in
government earned $9,300 more than their female counterparts, and men with degrees in
music and employed by educational institutions earned $6,100 more than the women. On
the other 112.;.(.1., females with degrees in "other humanities" and employed in business/
industry earned $9,600 mere than their male counterparts. The lowest median salaries for
both women and men were for music Ph.D.s employed by business/industry ($19,600 for
women and $25,700 for men).
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TABLE 14 Median AT nual Salaries of Humanities Ph.D.s Employed Full-Time, by Gender, Type of Employer, and Field of
Doctorate, 1985 (in thousands of dollars)

Gender and Type
of Employer

All
Fields

Field of Dc "torat

Amer "Other Art
History Hic-ory" History Music

English/
Amer

Speed,/ Phil- Lang
Theater osophy & Lit

Clas-
sical
Lang

& Lit

Modern
Lang
& Lit

"Other
Human-
ities"

1.41131 $34.6 $37.1 $36.4 $33.3 $32.4 $35.6 $36.1 $34.1 $32.6 $33.6 $31.5
Edt gal Inst. 34 9 37.4 37.0 32.8 33.5 35.8 36.2 34.3 33.9 33.8 32.1
4 Yr .;'oll/Univ/

Med Scholl 35.1 37.4 37.4 32.9 33.5 36.1 36.2 34.6 34.2 33.8 31.8
2-Year College 35.0 39.5 33.7 40.3 32.2 36.0 32.8 36.2 37.0
Elem/Sec. Sch. 30.0 31.1 30.2 30.5

Business/Industry* 30.8 30.2 36.2 25.5 35.3 35.1 32.2 29.0 30.3 S3.3
Government 33.5 32.8 35.0 39.1 33.2 34.5 30.5
Male. Total $35.8 .p.,.1 $36.9 $35.9 $33.5 $36.4 $36.5 $35.2 $33.6 $35.4 $32.6

co
Educational inst

4 Yr. Coll/Univ/
36.1 37.9 37.8 34.9 34.5 36 4 36.6 35.4 34.5 35.4 33.7

0 Med School 36.3 37.9 38.5 35.1 34.3 36.5 36.7 35.8 34.6 35.3 33.5
2-Year College 35.4 36.4 32.8 36.2
Elem/Sec School 30.6 34.2

Business/Industry* 31.2 25.7 35.2 35.6 30.8 30.9
Government 33.9 35.1 39.3 38.3

Female. Total $30.7 $32.9 $32.2 $31.1 $28.2 $30.9 $?n.8 $31.2 $30.7 $29.9 $29.9
Educational Inst. 30.9 34.1 32.0 31.4 28.6 32.1 30.7 31.2 31.1 30.5 29.6

4 Yr. Col' "Jniv/
Med School 30.9 32.7 31.8 31.4 28.6 33.0 30.8 31.3 31.4 30.5 29.5

2-Year College 33.6 33.0 36.1
Eleat/Sec School 28.2 25.0

Business/Industry* 30.4 36.0 19.6 32.2 30.5 28.4 40.5
Government 32.7 29.0

*includes self-employed.

NOTE: Median salaries were computed only for Ph.D.s employed full-time, excluding those in the U.S. military. Academic salaries were multiplied by
11/9 to adjust for a full-time :,tale. Medians were not provided for cells with leas than 20 cases reporting salary.



ACADEMIC EMPLOYMENT

As noted earlier, academe continues to be the most frequent employer of individuals
with doctoral degrees in the humanities. Table 15 provides a time-series view of
academically employed Ph.D. humanists since 1977. Although the numbers of Ph.D.
humanists who were academically employed has increased since 1977, the percentage
holding the academic ranks of professor or associate professor declined for the first time in
1985, by 2.2 and 2.0 percent, respectively. However, before this can be referred to as a
downward trend, it is necessary to examine additional data for subsequent years.

The most noteworthy increase occurred for the faculty position labeled "other."
However, because of the differences in definition of what constitutes "other" faculty over
the years, the reader is urged to compare 1981 data to 1985 data, when "other" faculty
(administrator and other faculty) were similarly defined. When this is done, the reader will
note an increase from 5.1 percent to 7.8 percent in the "other" faculty grouping.

TABLE 15 Academic Position of Humanities Ph.D.s, 1977-1985

Academic Position 1977 1979 1981 1983 1985

Total Reporting Position (N) 49,700 53,200 58,100 59,000 64,300

Faculty 95.6 95.9 96.1 95.8 97.2
Professor 36.7 36.7 37.2 42.0 39.8
Associate Processor 30.5 29.9 30.3 31.5 29.5
Assistant Professor 25.7 22.9 20.8 16.9 16.4
Instructor 2.7 2.9 2.6 2.3 3.8
Other NA' 3.4 5.1 2.8 7.8

Nonfaculty 3.6 3.3 3.1 3.1 2.5

Postdoctoral Appointment 0.8 0.7 0.8 1.4 0.3

*Not an option on the 1977 survey form. In the 1979 and 1983 surveys this category included "other
faculty," while in 1981 and 1985 it included "administrators" as well as "other faculty."
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Academic Position by Cohort, Field of Ph.D., and Gender

Table 16 presents data on the percentage distribution of Ph.D.s who were working
in U.S. colleges and universities in 1985, both for the total group and for the more recent
Ph.D.s (1979-1984), by field of Ph.D., Icx, and academic position."

Overall, 45.3 ?ercent of the men had achieved the rank of full professor compared
to 23.8 percent of the women. By field of Ph.D. groupings, mer were consistently more
likely to be full professors than were women in the same field grouping. For assistant
professor rank and instructor positions, the reverse was true. For all fields combined, an
estimated 12.9 percent of the men held the rank of assistant professor compared to
25.1 percent of the women, and 2.8 percent of the men were instructors compared to
6.3 percent of the women. Similarly, for all field groupings except English/American
languages and literature, higher percentages of 1979-1984 female Ph.D.s held assistant
professor positions than did their male counterparts. Within the ranks ofassociate and full
professor, however, the female share was consistently lov er than the male share, both for
the more recent Ph.D.s (again, except for those in English/American languages and
literature) and for the total group.

Over half (52.5 percent) of the 12,600 male history Ph.D.s employed in academe
held the rank of full professor; only 29.5 percent of the 2,200 females in the field held a
similar rank. In pite of this large gender gap, it should also be noted that no other field
had such a high representation of women in the full professor rank.

While for the total group women were more likely than mtn to hold nonfaculty
positions and postdoctoral appointments, this did not hold true for the more recent
graduates, of whom 6.5 percent of the men and 5.7 percent of the women were in
nonfaculty jobs. However, there were differences in this particular male-female
comparison across fields. For example, 14.7 percent of the male history Ph.D.s were
employed in nonfaculty jobs in 1985 compared to 11.8 percent of the females.

Tenurc Status

The number of Ph.D. humanists with tenure has increased since 1983 for both men
(by approximately 280) and women (by approximately 1,055) due to an increase in the total
number academically employed. The percentage with tenure, however, has declined since
1983. On the other ha..d, both the numbers and the percentages of male and female
humanities Ph.D.s in nontenured academic jobs have increased since 1983 (21.4 percent
for men in 1985 compared to 17.9 percent in 1983, and 44.9 percent for women in 1985
compared to 39.4 percent in 1983). As can be seen in Figure 7, women continued to be
both in nontenured jobs and in nontenure track jobs more frequently than men
(24.1 percent for women compared to 9.5 percent for men).

Table 17 gives information on the tenure status of academically employed
humanities Ph.D.s by age and broad field groupings. For all but one field groving, male
humanists continued to oe more likely to have tenure than women in the same abe category.
The exception was in history: in the "age 35 and under" category, 9.6 percent of the 200
female history Ph.D.s reported that they were in tenured jobs compared to 4.2 percent of
their 600 male counterparts.

13Ph.D.s who did not report their academic position were excluded from the percentage base for longitudinal
comparison.
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TABLE 16 Academic Position of Humanities Ph.D.s, by Year of Doctorate, Field of Doctorate, and Gender, 1985 (in percent)

Year of Ph.D. and
Academic Position

Field of lIoctorate

All Fields
Eng/Amer

_Una and Lit History
Other Lang

and Lit
Othei

Humanities
Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female

Total. 1942-1984 Ph.D.s (N) 47,000 17,900 11,700 5,800 12,600 2,200 7,900 5,000 14,800 4,900Faculty 97.2 93.6 97.7 92.9 96.9 91.0 97.7 95.9 96.8 93.3Professor 45.3 23.8 45.5 27.5 52.5 29.5 39.0 20.6 42.3 20.0Associate Professor 29.7 27.6 30.3 26.9 26.4 22.7 35.5 30.6 29.1 27.7Assistant Professor 12.9 25.1 11.2 18.5 7.4 22.8 15.3 29.0 17.5 29.9Instructor 2.8 6.3 2.9 6.3 3.1 6.2 2.1 6.6 2.7 6.2
Othei- (inclu. Admin.) 6.6 10.6 7.8 13.7 7.5 9.8 5.7 9.2 5.2 9.5Nonfaculty 2.2 4.5 1.9 5.5 2.6 6.8 1.9 3.0 2.4 3.9
Teaching Staff* 0.5 1.0 1.0 1.3 0.0 0.8 0.5 0.9 0.7 1.1
Research Staff** 0.6 0.7 0.3 0.3 1.1 0.9 0.4 0.7 0.7 0.9Other 1.1 2.8 0.7 3.9 1.5 5.1 1.0 1.4 1.0 1.9co Postd. 'coral Appointment 0.2 0.6 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.4 0.4 0.0 1.4

c...) No Rty -t 0.4 1.3 0.4 1.4 0.2 2.1 0.0 0.7 0.7 1.4
Total. 1979-1984 Ph.D.s (N) 7,200 5,600 1,500 1,600 1,400 600 1,100 1,500 3,200 1,900Faculty 91.7 92.1 93.7 90.8 83.8 87.9 95.3 96.4 92.8 91.2

Professor 6.2 3.2 2.0 4.8 7.0 3.3 3.8 2.2 8.7 2.7
Associate Professor 16.6 12.3 13.5 17.6 9.1 7.8 17.2 7.3 21.0 n.0Assistant Professor 53.7 53.9 56.7 41.1 45.3 53.7 59.6 64.3 53.8 56.5Instructor 8.3 9.2 14.9 6.9 11.3 13.3 5.4 10.0 4.9 9.2
Other 6.9 13.5 6.6 20.4 11.0 9.7 9.4 12.6 4.3 9.8Nonfaculty 6.5 5.7 3.8 7.2 14.7 11.8 3.2 2.4 5.5 4.9
Teaching Staff* 1.2 1.6 3.8 3.3 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.5 0.6 1.6
Research Staff** 2.5 0.6 0.0 0.0 6.1 0.0 1.1 1.0 2.7 0.8
Other 2.8 3.5 0.0 3.9 8.6 11.8 1.0 0.8 2.2 2.5

Postdoctoral Appointment 0.5 1.1 0.5 0.2 0.7 0.0 1.5 0.5 0.1 2.5No Report 1.3 1.2 2.0 1.8 0.9 0.3 0.0 0.6 1.6 1.4

*Includes nonfaculty staff members whose primary work activity is teaching.
**Includes nonfaculty staff members whose primary work activity is basic research, applied research, development, or design.

NOTE: Other Languages & Literature = Classical Languages and Literature and Modern Languages and Literature. Other Humanities = An History,
Music, Speech/Theaor, Philosophy, and "Other Humanities. "Ph.D.s who did not report their academic position were excluded from the percentage base for
longitudinal comparison.
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CI 1977
II 19R1

1. 1985

O 0
O 0
O 0
O 0
O 0.0 ;4

.O 0
O %

O 0
O 0

O 0

Tenured Not Tenured
Male

Tenured Not Tenured

Female

NOTE: Those not reporting tenure status are not included in thi; figure; therefore the columns may not add
to 100 percent.

Figure 7 Tenure status of academically employed humanities Ph.D.s, by gender, 1977,
1981, 1985 (in percent).
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TABLE 17 Tenure Status of Academically Employed Humanities Ph.D.s, by Field of Doctorate, Age, and Gender, 1985 (in percent)

Age and Tenure

Field of Doctorate

Eng/Amer Other Lang Other
All Fields Lang and Lit History and Lit Humanities

Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female

Total Employed (14) 47,000 17,900 11,700 5,800 1.600 2,200 7,900 5,000
Tenured 75.0 51.0 78.1 53.9 76.0 51.8 77.3 51.6
Not Tenured 21.4 44.9 18.1 42.1 20.6 44.7 21.1 45.3

14,800 4,900
70.6 46.7
24.8

Age 35 and Under (N) 3,300 2,000 900 400 600 200 500 600 1,300 800
ca Tenured 13.8 6.2 16.7 0.9 4.2 (.`.0 13.4 10.9 16.0 4.6
(11 Not Tenured 83.8 90.4 80.5 92.9 95.8 90.4 85.6 87.4 80.3 91.3

Age 36 to 45 (N) 16,7Gi, 7,500 4,300 2,200 4,200 90G 2,800 2,200 5,400
Tenured 67.1 46.8 79.7 54.9 64.8 42.1 68.6 43.0 57.8
Not Tenured 29.3 48.9 17.4 40.8 31.3 53.0 29.7 55.0 37.04

Age 46 and Older (N)
Tenured
Not Tenured

2,200
44.4
49.3
22.7

`26.0

27,000 8,300 6,406 3,200 7,900 1,000 4,600 2,200 8,100 1,900
87.5 65.7 85.8 60.8 86.9 69.9 89.7 70.4 88.3 65.9

8.8 30.2 9.6 35.8 9.6 27.0 8.9 25.0 7.4 29.0
2.6 9.2 0.7 4.1 , 3, 2,8 8.3
5.8 20.2 LO 6.3 1 4.0 1 4.4 19.7

NOTE: Other Languages & Literature = Classical ..-anguages and Literature and Modern Languages and Literature. Other Humanities = Art History, Music,
Speechfrheater, Philosophy, and "Other Humanities." Percentages for those not reporting tenure status are not included in this table; therefore totals may
not add to 100 percent.
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1985 SURVEY OF DOCTORATE RECIPIENTS QUESTIONNAIRE

EMPLOYMENT SPECIALTIES LIST

1985 ABBREVIATED QUESTIONNAIRE
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OMB No 3145 0020

1985 SURVEY OF DOCTORATE RECIPIENTS

CONDUCTED BY THE NATIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL WITH THE SUPPORT OF THE NATIONAL
SCIENCE FOUNDATION. THE NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE HUMANITIES. THE

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH. AND THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

NOTE THIS INFORMATION IS SOLICITED UNDER T) AUTHORITY OF THE NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION ACT OF 1950 AS AMENDED ALL INFORMATION
YOU PROVIDE WILL BE TREATED AS CONFIDENTIAL. WILL BE SAFEGUARDED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PROVISIONS Or THE PRIVACYACT OF 1974
AND WILL BE USED FOR STATISTICAL PURPOSES ONLY INFORMATION WILL BE RELEASED ONLY IN THE FOR PA OF STATISTICAL SUMMARIES OR IN A
FORM WHICH DOES NOT IDENTIFY INFORMATION ABOUT ANY PARTICULAR PERSON YOUR RESPONSE IS ENTIRELY VOLUNTARY ANO YOURFAILURE

TO PROVIDE SOME OR ALL OF THE REQUESTED INFORMATION WILL IN NO WAY ADVERSELY AFFECT YOU

n

1 Inetitution/Yeat
of Doctorate

2 Date of lath

3 Medal Status

7 If YOur name sr .1 address are incorrect please enter correct information
below

110 111

112 191

(20 241

1451

illa Whet la your racial background?

1 American Indian or Alaskan Native 3 Black

2 Asian or Pacific islander 4 White 1261

Mt Is your ethnic heritage Klapans.?

1 Y,: if YES. ni it

2 No
1271

5 Do you have any children Mang with you who are

Under 6 years of age? 1 Yes How many?

2 No
1291

Between 6 and 18 1 Yes How many?
years of sag 2 No

(311

7 Cfneenelap

1 U s Native Born

2 U S Naturalized

1301

1321

1 Mexican American

2 Puerto Rican

3 Other Hispanic
1281

',Ma,
6 Are you physically herdic Aped?

1 Yes 2 No 1331

If Yee, wnat is the nature of your hanchcap4,1(Mark as many as apply)

1 Visual 3 Ambulatory

2 Auditory 4 Other specify_______
f34 37)

3 Non-U S Immigrant IParm Res 1

4 Non-U S , Nonlmmlgrant (Temp Res 1
1381

IF NON-U S , specify country of citizenship

139 40)
a.m.

II &nee fecolvIng the demon.. how many heft/me, eastern yore of otofeeefonei work experience have you hat) Moils) 141 421

S What was yaw employment statue facades postdoctoral appoIntme el during Febsuery 1145?

1 Employed full time 'Skip to 131
2 Employed part-tome

If you wore employed part time were you seeking full time employment?

A Yes 5 No 144)

3 Postdoctoral appointment
II yOU held a postdoctoral arrOomtn ant was 0

A Full time e LI Par time 1451

(Skip to 13)

0 Circle your selection and
enter number from below 1431

4 Unemployed and seeking employment (Skip to 111
5 Not employed and not seeking employment (Skop to 12)
6 Retired and not employed (Skip to 281

7 Other specify

Temporery appointment in academia, industry or government the pro nary purpose of which is to provide for continued education or experience in research
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10 If you were emseisyed pie time dunng FEBRUARY 1985 whir wee the
MOST Imporaent mason for being on part time status'

Enter number from beiow 146)

1 Part time employment preferred
2 Full time position not available
3 Constraints due to family or marital status

4 Other specify
(Skip to 41;131

11 If you were unemployed and seeking employment during February 1985,
wr your fob search restricted by

12 If you Were not employed and not seeking work during February 1985,
whet was the most Important meson for not seeking work'

Enter number from below 148)

1 Temporarily absent for health or personal reasons
2 Tending to family responsibilities
3 Suitable lob not available

4 Other specify
(Skip to *28)

1 Geographic locat on
2 Family resnonsbilines
3 Need for part time employment

4 Other specify

Enter number from below 147)

5 No restrictions 1Ski, *2B)

13 Please give the name of your principal employer Icompany. organization
postdoctoral institution. etc or. if self employed. write "self' I and
actual place of employment during FEBRUARY 1985

Name of Employer (49 561

City State ZIP 157-651

14 From the Employment Swish les List on page 4 select and ante, both the number and title of the employment specialty most closely related to your principal
employment or postdoctoral appointment during FEBRUARY 1985 Nrite in your swishy If it Is not on the list

Number Title of Employment Specialty 166-681

15 Which category below best describes the type of your principal employment OR postdoctoral appointment during FEBR1s..1Y 1985?

Enter number from below 169-701

1 Business or industry ;including self employed)
2 Junior college 2 year college technical nstitute
3 Medical sc`ool lincluding university affiliated hospital or medical center)
4 4 year college
5 University other than medical school
6 Elementary or secondary school system
7 Private foundation

8 Hospital or clinic
9 U S military service active duty or Commissioned Corps

e g USPHS NOAA
10 U S government civilian employee
1' State government
12 Local or other government specify
13 NOnprofit organization other than those listed above

14 Other speCify

18 f you were employed durkm FEBRUARY 1985 in speciality held other
then your field of Ph D what was the MOST important reason for being
in that position,

Enter number from below 171)

1 Better pay
2 More attractive career options
3 Preferred specific geographic location
4 Constraints due to family or marital status
5 Position in Ph 0 field not available
6 Promoted into new field

7 Other specify

ens

111 If you were employed by an academic Institution during FEBRUARY 1985,

A What was the rank of your positer1

FACULTY
1 Professor
2 Associate processor
3 Assistant profess,
4 Instructor

Administrator
6 noir specify

Tr.

Ents number from below 173)

NONFACULTY
7 Teaching staff
8 Research staff
9 Other specify

TOM

17 If your doctorate Is in humanities field r you were employed In
non-academic fob In FEBRUARY 1985. whet was the MOST important
reason for your decision to enter the lob'

Enter number from below 1721

1 Better pay
2 More attractive career options
3 Preferred specific geographic location
4 Constraints due to family or marital status
5 Academic position not available

6 Other specify

B What was your tenure status'

1 Tenured Year

2 .71] Not Tenured in torture track position

3 Not Tenured not in tenure track position
1741
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19 What is your best estimate of the percentage of your professional work time that you devoted to leech of the following activites during typical week in your
principal lob" (Total should equal 100%1

1 Teaching 1101
2 Basic research 1121
3 Applied research 1141
4 Development of equipment. products, systems. data 1161
5 Design 11131
6 Writing, editing 1201
7 Professional services to individuals 1221

Management of RID 1241
9 Management of educational/other programs 1261

10 Consuftmg 1281

11 Operations- production. maintenance, construction, installation 130)
12 Quality control, testing. evaluation 1321
13 Sales, marketing. purchasing. estimating 1341
14 Archival work 1381
15 Curatorial work 1381
18 Performing arts 1401
17 Other, specify 1421

TOTAL 100%

What were your primary end secondary work activities' (Enter number 1-17 from question above) Primary (44 451 11_11 Secondary (46 471ii
20 What was the basic annual salary' associated with your principal professional empk yment during FEBRUARY 1985' If you were on a postdoctoral

appointment (see question 9 for definition) what was your stipend plus allowances,
$ per year 1413-501

Check whether Wary was for 9-10 months or 11-12 months 1511

' Banc salary is your annual salary before deductions for income tax, social security, retirement, etc , but does not include bonuses, overtime, mummer teaching,
or other payment for professional work

21a After receiving your doctorate did you have to accuire formal training in
any of the following areas in order to obtain your present position'

1 Yes 2 No1521

1 Foreign languages
2 Computer science
3 Management and administration
4 Survey research and statistics

IF YES, specify below

5 Other, specify 153-571

21b How long hove you been in your present position" Year(s) 158 591

.
22 Was any of your work during FEBRUARY 1985 supported or sponsored

by U S Government finds"

1 Yes 2 No 3 Don't Know 1601

IF YES, which federal agencies or departments were supporting the
work?

Enter numberls) horn the list of Federal Supporting Agencies on page 4

181-721

23 Listed below are selected topics of national interest 3 vou devoted a significant proportion of your proassional tune to any of thus* problem areas during
FEBRUARY 1985 please give the corresponding number of the ONE on wNch you spent the MOST time El Enter number from below 173 74)

11 Housing (planning design construction)
12 Transportation communications
13 Cultural life
14 Other area specify

1 Energy or fuel
2 Health
3 Defense
4 Environ protection pollution control
5 Education (other than eachengl

6 Space
7 Crime prevention and control
8 Food and other agricultural products
9 Natural resources other tnan fuel or food

10 Community development and services

*XL
$18Nsesawareys

24 Whet percent of your professional time did you devote to energy or fuel activities during a typical week' percent (75 76)

25 From the list below give the corresponding number of the ONE energy source that involved the LARGEST proportion of your energy-related work during
FEBRUARY 1985

1 Coal and Coal products
2 Petroleum (including oil shale and tar sands) or natural gas
3 Fission
4 Fusion
5 Hydroenergy

EEnter number from below (771

6 Direr solar (including space and water heating thermal electric)
7 Indirect solar (winds tides biomass etc
8 Geothermal
9 Other specify

26 Please reed the following list of energy related activities end give the corresponding number1s1 from the list below of the activitylles) in which you were
engaged during FEBRUARY 1986 Enter numberlsl from below

110 29,

1 Exploration 8 Energy utilization management
2 Extract...in (gas oil mining) 9 Fuel reprocessing or disposal
3 Manufacture of energy related components or products 10 Energy conservation
4 Fuel processing (including refining end ennchingl 11 Environmental impact (health er omit etc I
5 Electric power generation 12 Education training
6 Transportation transmission distribution of fuel or energy 13 1:tessera, and development
7 Energy storage 14 Other specify

27 Reese enter the number 1-14 from questIce 026 that BEST describes the activity in which you spent MOST of your energy -related tIme 0 130-311

241 Then!c you for completing this questionnaire. Please return the completed form in the enclosed envelope to the
National Research Council, J14830, 2101 Constitution Avenue, Washington, D.C. 20418.



MATHEMATICAL
SCIENCES

000 Algebra
010 - Analysis & Functional Analysis
020 - Geometry
030 - Logic Isee also 13341
040 - Number Theory
052 - Probability
0136 Meth Statistics flee also 544,

670, 725, 727)
090 - Topology
OB2 - Operations Research Ise* also

478)
016 Applied Mathematics
0119 Cornbinatoros & Finite

Mathematics
ON - Mathematics, General
ON Mathematics, Other

COMPUTER AND
INFORMATION SCIENCES

071 - Theory
072 - Software Systems
073 - Hardware Systems
074 Intelligent Systems
079 - Computer Sciences, Other

Nee also 437,4761
OBI - Information Sc. & Systems"

PHYSICS I ASTRONOMY

101 - Astronomy
102 - Astrop nos
110 - Atomic & Molecular
120 - Electromagnetism
1.12 - Acoustics
134 - Fluids
136 - Plasma
IN - Optics
140 - Elementary Particles
160 Nuclear Structure
167 Polymer
too- Solid State
1919 - Physics. General
199 - Physics, Other

CHEMISTRY

200 - Analytical
210 - Inorganic
216 - Synthetic Inorganic &

Orgsnometallo
220 Organic
225 - Synthetic Organic & Natural

Products
230 - Nuclear
240 - Physics)
NO - Theoretical
216 - Structurel
2110 - Agricultural & Food
270 - Pharmaceutical
275 - Polymer
so- Biochemistry Ism also 5401
261- Chemistry, General
21I5 - Chemistry, Other'

EARTH, ENVIRONMENTAL,
AND MARINE SCIENCES

301 - Mineralogy, Petrology
- Geochemistry

210 - Stratprephy, Sedimentation

EMPI OYMENT SPECIALTIES LIST

320 - Paleontology
330 - Structural Geology
341 - Geophysics (Solid Earth)
NO Gaomorph & Glacial Geology
391 Applied Gaol, Gaol Engr &

Econ Geol
316 - Earth Sciences, General
31111 - Earth Sciences, Other'
3s1- Atmospheric Physics &

Chemistry
3112 - Atmospheric Dynamics
303 Atmos & Meteorol Sc. , Other
NS - Environmental Sciences,

General Iwo alo 480 5281
3119 - Environmental Sciences. Other
360 - Hydrology & Water Resources
370 - Ocer-ography
nr- Marine Sciences Other'

ENGINEERING

400 - Aerospace Aeronautical &
Astronautical

410 - Agricultural
415 - bioengineering & 13,omecneal
420 - Ceni
430 - Chemical
436 - Ceramic
436 - Communications
437 - Computer
440 - Electrical
446 - Electronics
460 Industrial & Manufacturing
466 - Nuclear

- Engineering Mechanics
465 - Engining Physics
470 Mechanical
475 - Metallurgical & Phys Met Engr
476 - Systems Design & Systems Sci-

ence Ism also 072, 073, 0741
471 - Operations Research Ins also

0821
479 Fuel Technology & Petroleum
450 - Sanitary & Environmental Health
485 - Naval Arch & Marine Engr
456 - Mining & Mineral
497 - Ocean
450 - Polymer
4417 - Materials Science & Engineering
4115 - Engineering, General
459 - Engineering, Other

AGRICULTURAL SCIENCES

501 - Agricultural Economics
508 - Animal Breeding & Genetics
509 - Animal Nutrition
512 - Sciences, Other
500 - Agronomy
611 - Plant Path hos also 553)
613 - Plant Breeding & Genetics
514 - Plant Sciences Other
503 - Food Science and/or Tech

nology Iles also 573)
506 - Forestry
506 Horticulture
507 Soil Sciences
914 - Fisheries Sciences
516 - Wildlife Management

5111 Agriculture General
519 Agriculture Other'

MEDICAL SCIENCES

520 - Medicine & Surgery
522 Public Health & Epic' urology
523 Veterinary Medicine
524 - Hospital Administration
526 - Nursing
527 - Parasitology
529 - Environmental Health
530 - Audiology & Speech Pathology
534 - Human and Animal Pathology
536 - Pharmacology
537 - PharmacY
536 - Medical Sciences, General
539 - Medical Sciences, Other'

540
542
560
561
562
1.3
547
5193
566
569
544

546
546
547
546
549
560
571
572
573

574
575
576 -
569
590-
596-
599-

ON Psychology, Gene ral
Oft Psychology, otpir

700
703
701
709
710
720
725

727

730
740
746
751
752
753
756

BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES 760
770
775
716
791

- Biochemistry hos also 21301
- Biophysics
- Botany
- Becteriology
Plan. Genetics

- Plant Path (see also 511)
- Plant Physiology
- Human & Animal Genetics
- Human & Animal Physiology
- Zoology
- Biometrics & Bostatistits (see

also 055, 670, /45, 7271
- Anatomy
- Cell Biology
- Embryology
- Immunology
- Endocrinology
- Ecology
- Entomology
- Molecular Biology
- Food Science and/or Tech-

nology Ilea also 5031
- Behavior/Ethnology
- Microbiology

Nutrition & Dietetics
Neuroscience'
Toxicology
Biological Sciences. General
Biological Sciences, Other'

PSYCHOLOGY

600 - Clinical
603 - Cognitive
610 - Counseling & Guidance
520 Developmental & Gerontological
630 - Educational
635 - School
641 - Experimental
542 - Comparative
643 - Physiological

- Industrial tOrPnizational
NO - Personality
NO - Psychometrics Isee also 055,

544, 725. 7271
575 - Quantitative

Social

Identify the specific field in the space on the questionnaire

904
905
906

SOCIAL SCIENCES

Anthropology
Archeology
Communications
Linguistics

- Sociology
- Economics loss also 5011
- Econometrics (we also 055,

544, 670, 727)
- Social Statistics Ise, also

055.544, 670, 7251
- Demography
- Geography
- Area Studies'
- Political Sci & Government
- Public Administration
Public Policy Studies
International Relations
Criminologt, & Criminal Justice

- Urban & Rational Plar ice

- History & Philosophy of Sci
- Social Sciences. General
- Social Sciences, Other'

HUMANITIES

- History. American
- History, Europeen
- History. Other

- American Literature
813- English Language
114 English Literature
827 - Classics
631 Speech & Debate
636 - Comparative Literature
838- Letters Other'
NI - German
:42 - Russian
123 - French
824 - Spanish & Portuguese
826 - ltalor
528- Other Languages

802 - Art History & Crit.cism
SOS - American Studies
SOB Theatre & Theatre Criticism
1130 - Music
S33 - Religious Studies Ilea also 8811
534 - Philosophy (see also 030)
391 - Library & Archival Sciences
S 76 Humanities, General
679 Humanities, Other

101
NI
812
553
554
MI6
697
558
R96
9117

936

EDUCATION AND
PROFESSIONAL FIELDS

Applied Art
- Theology (see also 8331

Business & Managamem
Home Economics

- Journalism
- Law, Jurisprudence
Social Work
Architec & Environ Design

- Professional Fields, Goteral
- Professional Fields, Other
Education (other than teaching
in a field listed above)

109 - OTHER FIELDS

LIST OF FEDERAL SUPPORTING AGENCIES (For use with *22)

1 Agency for International Development
2 Environmental Protection Agency
3 Netionel Aeronautics I Smog

Administration
4. National Endowment for the Arts
6. National Endowment for the Humanities
S. National kenos Foundation
7 Nuclear Regulatory Commission
9. Stnithsonen Institution

DepertMant of Agriculture

10 Department of Comme.ce
11 DePartment of Defense
12 Department of Energy
13 National Institutes of Health IDHHSI
14 Alcohol, Drug Abuse & Mental Health

Administration (NIA*, NIDA, NIMHI
15 Other OHHS, specify
16 DePormvent of Education 11.11E, OE,

NCES)

17 Daperunwit of Housing and Urban
Dowila0.1.1

B °Mermen, of the Interior
19 Dipaertment of Justice
20 Department of Labor
21 DiPwrunwit of State
n Department of Tramp° tame
23 Other opener or department,

SOWN
24 Don't know source agency
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Dear Doctorate Recipient: Septambme 1985

As pert Of our national sample of coctorato recipients, yoy were recently asked to provide information
for our biennial survey. Your participation is extremely important because your responses represent data
not only about yourself, but also about other individuals in your field who are not part of our sample.

The MRC staff is well aware of the constraints placed on your time; and with that in mind, we have
designed this abbreviated form. Please take a few minutes to complete it and return it to the National
Research Council, 04630. 2101 Constitutio. Avenue N.Y., Washington, D.C. 204111.

Sircorely,
Softy D. Maxfield
Director

1385 SURVEY OF DOCTORATE RECIPIENTS
0118 No. 3145 -0020

If your name and address are incorrect please
enter correct information below.

CONDUCTED BY THE NATIOPAL RESEARCH COUNCIL WITH THE SUPPORT OF THE NATIONAL
SCIENCE FOUNDATION. THE NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE HUMANITIES. THE

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH. AND THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Previous Survey Response Changes as of FEBRUARY 1995

Date of Birth

Naraal status

Institution/Year of Doctorate

Employman Status

Field of employment

Type of employer

Primary Work Activity

Acaoemic Rank

Tenure Status

Please give the norm of your principal employer
(company, organization postdoctoral insitiution,
etc., or, if self employed. write self) and
al vat place of employment During FEBRUARY 1985

Name of Employer

City State ZIP Co.

What was the besic annual sale-y associated with
your -rincipal professional .,loyment cjrinp
FEBk.ARY 1985? If you were cn a postdoctoral
appointment, what was you stipend Ous allowances?

9per year

Check whether salary was for 9-10 months

11-12 months

NOTE: This information .a solicited u- Jr the authority of the National Science Foundation At of 1950,
-11 amended. All :dformation yi provide will be treated as confidential, will be safeguarded In
wardens, with the provisions of the Privacy Act of 1974, and will be used for statistical
looses only. Information will be released only in the form of statistical summaries or in

form which does not identify inforestion about any particular person. Your response is entirely
voluntary, and your failime to provide soma or all of the requested information will in no way
adversely offset you.
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Sample Selection

Data from the Survey of Doctorate Recipients (SDR) are collected biennially from a
stratified random sample of Ph.D. humanists. A longitudinal data base has been
constructed from the five surveys conducted since i977. For each survey, adjustments
have been made to both the sampling frame (population) and the sample. These revisions
have significant implications when comparing the results of one survey to the results of
another.

1977
In 1977, a stratified sample of 15,014 individuals was _ mdomly selected from the

population of 74,032 who earned their Ph.D.s in the humanities between January 1, 1930,
and June 30, 1976. The oveoll sampling rate was 20.3 percent (see page 65, Table D-5).
The sample was stratified by lyT,-., of doctorate, field of doctorate, sex, and race/ethnic
group.

The sample was selected from the Doctorate Records File (DKF), which contains
information about virtually all Ph.D.s awarded by U.S. universities between 1920 and the
present. These data are collected from the annual Survey of Earned Doctorates (3ED),
another survey conducted by the National Research Council.

Individuals who indicated in the SED that they were foreign citizens and planned to
depart the United State following receipt of their doctorate were not included in the 1977
sampling frame. This exclusion was based on the high probability that these individuals
would not return to the U.S. labor force.

1979
The 1979 sampling frame was adjusted to include only Ph.D. recipients who had

earned their degrees between January 1,1936, and June 30,1978, a 42-year time span.
In a study of response bias, it was discovered that the survey nonrespondents

consisted of higher percentages of foreign citizens and foreign residents. To adjust for this
bias, citizenship was added as a stratification vvriable. The 1979 sample consisted of
approximately 9,948 humani.::s doctorates, an overall sampling rate of 12.6 percent (see
page 64, Table D-4).

1981
For the 1981 Survey, the cohort adjustments were again made to maintain a 42-year

time span (January 1, 1938, to June 30, 1980). In addition, the overall sampling rate for
FY1973-1976 Ph.D.s was increased from 11.8 percent to 15 percent in 1981 because of
special interest in studying, in detail, the employment characteristics of recent doctorate
recipients.

On a one-time basis, the 1981 sampling frame included individuals who earned their
doctoral degrees between July 1980 and February 1981. This 8-month extension was made
in response to a study that required data or the most recent Ph.D. recipients. The 1981
sample was 13,676 Ph.D.s, yielding an overall sampling rate of 16.1 percent (see page 63,
'fable D-3).

1983
For the 1983 survey, ,' sample of 14,979 Ph.D.s was drawn from a sampling frame

of 91,790 doctorate lecipients, yielding an overall sampling rate 9f 16.3 percent (see
page 62, Table D-2). In keeping with previous surveys, the cohort population was
adjusted to maintain a 42-year time span and included only those Ph.D. recipients who
earned their degrees between January 1, 19d0, and June 30, 1982. Religious sudies
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doctorates were added to the 1983 sampling frame, and a stratified random sample Jf these
cases was added to the survey sample.

1985
For the 1985 survey, the 1983 and 1984 Ph.D. humanists were added to the

sampling frame and the 1940 and 1941 Ph.D.s were deleted, leaving the 42-year time-span
coverage. Maintaining the longitudinal sample, additional Ph.D.s were selected from the
new cohort, leaving a 16.2 percent sample, or 15,504 Ph.D.s, from the population
sampling frame of 95,787 humanities doctorates (see page 61, Table D-1).

Sampling Rates

For the 1977 survey, the sampling rate was approximately 20 percent. In 1979, the
longitudinal sample was reduced in size because of budgetary constraints. The revised
sample, using a rate of 12.6 percent, was reviewed to assure that it was large enough to
provide reliable estimates of the Ph.D. population.

Effect on Sampling Errors

Obviously, any ..`lange in the sample size has an effect on the sampling errors of
population estimates. If the proportion of the r pulation possessing a particular
characteristic, E is being estimated by the statist', p, the standard error of p can be
computed by

S.E.(p) = 11/AR(12)/11'11?

where VAR() is estimated by [p(1-p)], p equals the sample proportion, and n equals the
sample size.

This formula is equivalent to

S.E.(p) = IVAR(E)/n11/2 or IVAR(12)11 /2 m1/2 = is.D.(f)i /(n)1/2,

where S.D.(.) is the standard deviation of E. Holding &DR) fixed, the sampling error,
S.E.(p), will vary as n is adjusted by a factor k:

S.E.(p) = [S.D.(11 /(kn)1/2 or S.E.(p) = IS.D.(12), / (k)1 / 2 (n)h / 2 .

If the sample size is increased to ii, then k = (n/n) > 1. In this case the sampling error is
reduced by a factor of 1/(k)1/2. For example, if the sample p equals 0.2, the estimated

S.D.(r) = [0.2(1 0.2)11/2 = 0.4.

If n is 100, then

If n is increased to 1600,

S.E.(p) = [0.4/(:0.)1/2] = 0.04.

S.E.(p) = [0.47(1600)0] = 0.01.

Here k =16 and the sampling error is 1/(k)In of its original value.
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However, if the sample size is decreased to ii, then k = (iiin) < 1. In this case, the
sampling error is increased by a factor of 11(k)"2. In the previous example, if the initial
sample size equalled 1600: k = (100/1600) =1/16. The sampling error increased from 0.01 to
0.04, a factor of 4.

For the 1985 SDR, the sampling frame is 95,787, and the sample is 15,5(i4. If the
earlier 20 percent sampling rate had been applied, the 1985 sample would have been
19,157. The expected effect of the sample size reduction on the sampling errors
surrounding the estimates of the total population can be approximated by computing

k = (15, 504/19, 157) = .809 and 11(k)1/2 = 1.11.

Thin, for a fixed standard deviation, the sampling error should be approximately
11 percent greater under the 1985 sampling scheme.

In these computations, the effects of the finite population correction factor (fpc)
have been ignored. The fpc has little effect on sampling error estimates for large
populations and low sampling rates. However, although the overall sampling rate for the
1985 SDR sample is 16.2 percent, sampling rates for the strata range from roughly 2 per-
cent to 100 percent. Thus, computation of sampling errors that takes into account sample
stratification will result m lower sampling error estimates than computations that disregard
the sample design.

Finally, this discussion applies only to the total sample n and does not address the
issue of less than complete survey rzlionse, which will of course effectively reduce the
sample and thus increase the sampling error.
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APPENDIX C

SAMPLING ERR_OP,



Sampling Error Est !mates for Ratios

Most of the statistics presented in this report are ratios of two weighted sums of
observation, i.e., ratios o' random variables. Thus, for example, we are concerned with a
ratio, r = y/x, where

Y

n

nh

n

[
h=1 i=1

n ,
X =

nh
E Xha

h=1 1=1

and where yhi and xhi are aservations made on tne ith response of stratum h, Nh is the
number of individuals in the active population of stratum h, and nh is the limber of
responses for stratum 1

The estimates of sampling error for most statistics in this report are computed based
on a stratified random sampling scheme (whereby the responses obtained for each stratum
are a random sample from that stratum). Strata were combined whenever the number of
responses in a stratum was less than two.

The variance of the ratio y/x is estimated by the expression

where

2 (82 9.daXy- -x +

.2
s7

X2 xy

Nh Nh nh 1 r

sxy =
Pc111 2711] [yhi 5r11]nh Nh 1 nh

h=1 i=1

xh and yh being the means the x and values observed in stratum h, respectively.
Similarly, s.2 and s2y are defined using

E[xhi Rd2 and E [yhi yh11 2

i=i

(1nese are combined in parentheses in the sxy formula above.)
Compa-; sons can be made between sampling errors computed on the basis of a

simple random sample (srs) and those that take into account stratification. Table C-1
presents sampling errors associated with selected statistics from the report. Bases of
various sample sizes and a range of statist'.; value:, have been chosen t. provide
representative compariso:is. Sampling erro ; in the column sp were computed with the
expression [p(1-p)/n] where "n" refers to the number of respondents, while those under sr
were calculated with the formula described on the previous page, which takes into account
the sample design. The statistics are in percertage form and are the estimated proportion of
a variable category with a given characteristic

n 4
1=1

(for the purposes of sp), or the ratio of two random variables, y/x ',for the purposes of sr).
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TABLE C-1 Comparison of Sampling Errors for Selected Statistics

Variable Base and Subcategory

Sample Size
of Variable

Base
Statistic

(%)
sp (%)
(srs)

sr (V
Stratified

Field of Ph.D.--Total 8,804
Eng/Amer Lang. & Lit. Ph.D. (Table 1) 26.3 0.5 0.2

Field of Employment--Total Employed 7,949
Employed in Music (Table 2) 6.5 0.3 0.1

Speech/Theater Ph.D.--Total Employed 456
Employed in Eng/Amer Lang. & Lit. 5.2 1.0 1.1

(Table 2)

Philosophy Ph.D.--Total 881
Female (Table 3) 15.4 1.2 0.4

11 lodern Language Ph.D.--Total 2,116
Employed Full-Time (Table 4) 81.7 0.8 1.0

Art History Ph.D.--Total Full-Time
or Part-Time Employed 507

Employed in 4-Yr. College/Univ. 77.1 1.9 1.8
(1 able 9)

Speech/Theater Ph.D.--FY79-84 Graduates
Full-Time or Part-Time Employed 119

Employed in Management/Administration 13.2 3.1 3.3
(Table 12)

ntal Ma les--Academically Employed 3,165
Hold Rank of Professor (Table 16) 45.3 0.9 1.1

Whenever possible, the subgroups examined are the same as those in the 1977 Profile* in
order to facilitate comparisons of the effects on sampling errors of sample size reductions.

For the most part, differences between the two error estimates are small.
Calculations based on srs ar^ for many statistics, the same as or slightly higher than those
that take into account the stratification. For statistics that are ratios of two stratifying vari-
ables (e.g., the ratio of women philosophy Ph.D.s to total philosophy Ph.D.$), the
estimate of sampling error is much higher using the formula for sp. In certain cases
(mainly those involving estimates of type of employer or primary work activity for small
subgroups), the use of the formula for sp appears to unaerestimate the sampling error.

Taking these potential discrepancies into account, a useful appioximation of the
sampling errors of those statistics presented in this report i percentage form can be

`Science, Engineering, and Humanities Doctorate in the United States: 1977 Profile , Washington, D.C.:
National Academy of Sciences, 1978.

54

7.1



obtained from Table C-2. This table summarizes sampling errors associated with various
proportion values at given sample sizes. Calculations in this table assume a simple random
sample.

Values for Table C-2 were computed using the formula

[p(1 p) ] 1/2
Sp =

A

in which p is the proportion of a particular category (variable) possessing a certain
characteristic.

1
y ( i.e., p = Lji)

A

and n is the number of sample cases in the variable-specified category. The finite
population correction factor,

\ 0
fix IN - 10 '

has been omitted from the calculations, since the fpc has a negligible effect on most
statistics in this report unless the estimate applies to a subgroup that has a high sampling
rate. In any case, the omission of the fpc in the formula for sp yields a conservative
estimate (i.e., a higher estimate) of the sampling Tror.

TABLE C-2 Approximate Sampling Errors for Various Statistics and Sample Sizes

Sample
Size 0.01 or 0.99 0.05 or 0.95

Proportion
0.10 or 0.90 0.25 or 0.75 0.50

37,500 0.00051 0.00113 0.00155 0.00224 0.00258
12,100 0.00090 0.00198 0.00273 0.00394 0.00455
10,300 0.00098 0.00215 0.00296 0.00427 0.00493
9,000 0.00105 0.00230 0.00316 0.00456 0.00527
4,300 0.00152 0.00332 0.00457 0.00660 0.00762
2,000 0.00222 0.00487 0.00671 0.00968 0.01118
1,200 0.00287 0.00629 0.00866 0 01250 0.01443

800 0.00352 0.00771 0.01061 0.01531 0.01768
400 0.00497 0.01090 0.01500 0.02165 0.02500
200 0.00704 0.01541 0.02121 0.03062 0.03536
100 0.00995 0.02179 0.03000 0.04330 0.05000

The estimated populations for particular variables are provided in this report. The
sample sizes can be estimated by multiplying the population by the weighting fraction,
which is the sampling fraction corrected for nonresponse. The mean weighting fractions
fol. :...:lected groups axe presented in Table C-3. For example, in Table 9 the population of
speech/theater Ph.D s is 3,400. Multiplying by 0.134, the approximate sample size is 455.
The sampling error of a reported statistic (for instance, those employed in 4-year colleges
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or universities, 75.6 percent--type of employer, Table 9) can be estimated either by using
the formula for sp or by consulting Table C-2 and using rough approximations of the
sample size and percentage in proportion form. In this case,

0.756(10.756)h/2
sp

455
= 0.0201, or 2.0 percent .

Similarly, the value in the table opposite 400 for 0.75 is 0.02165. The reader can construct
the desired crr.fidence interval by multiplying the standard error by the appropriate
coefficient: i sp will provide a 68 percent confidence interval; ± 2 sp, approximately a 95
percent interval, etc.

Table C-3 Mean Weighting Fractions for Selected Groups in the Humanities

TOTAL IN U.S. 0.097

Men 0.067
Women 0.168

Minority 0.208

Field
American History 0.054
Art History 0.221
"Other History" 0.057
Music 0.117
Speech/Theater 0.136
Philosophy 0.126
English/American Languages & Literature 0.059
Classical Languages & Literature 0.241
Modern Language': & Lit,. ature 0.133
"Other Humanities" 0.117

Sampling Error Estimates for Medians

Sampling errors for median salary estimates* presented in this report were
computed not by strata but for all observations n, the number of sample cases in a particular
subgroup reporting a salary. Comparisors of sampling errors for ratios and preportions
(see previous page) indicate only minor differences between those calculated by strata and
those that do not fully take into account sample design. The reader should interpret the
confidence intervals as close approximations.

From the estimated population distributien, a statistic, m, is computed as an
estimator of M, the position measure. When m is a median (pm), the proportion of cases in

*The method for determinbig sampling errors of medians in this report was adapted from Mont H. Hansen,
William N. Hurwitz, and William G. Madow, Sample Survey Methods and Theory , vol. 1 (John Wiley &
Sons, Inc., New York, 1953), pp. 448-449.
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the derived distribution falling below the position measure equals 0.5. The sampling error
of pm is estimated by the formula

P
1 1/2

(mil Pm])
111Pm n

Two additional proportions are then computed:

Pi = Pm kBpm

P2 = Pm + kapm .

Table C-4 contains the 95 percent confidence interval z of median salary for selected
categories. The confidence interval for the median is set by calcuating m1 and m2, the
values below which P1 and p2 of the population distribution fall. The level of confidence is
determined by k and will be 68 percent when k = 1, approximately 95 percent when k = 2,
etc. Because the vt lues of m1 and m2 depend on the variability of the distribution, the

TABLE C-4 95 Percent Confidence Intervals of Median S..dries for Selected Categories
(in thousands of dollars)

Category
Confidence
Intervals

(Repoied
Statistics)

Total, Full-Time Employed Ph.D.s 34.4-34.9 (34.6)

Gender
Men 35.4-36.2 (35.8)
Women 30.3-31.2 (30.7)

Employer
Educational Institutions 34.7-35.1 (34.9)
Business/Industry 30.4-32.9 (30.8)
Federal Government (excluding military) 32.3-34.9 (33.5)

Field
American History 36.3-38.6 (37.3)
Art History 31.4-34.7 (33.3)
"Other History" 35.6-37.1 (36.4)
Music 31.1-33.8 (32.4)
Speech 34.6-36.4 (35.6)
Philosophy 35.1-36.8 (36.1)
English/American Larguars & Literature 33.3-34.7 (34.1)
Classical Languages & Literature 31.0-34.1 (32.6)
Modern Languages & Literature 32.6-34.3 (33.6)
"Other Humanities" 30.6-3".0 (31.5)
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reader is cautioned that corresponding values for 2 standard errors are not necessarily twice
those for 1 standard error.

For example, in Table 14 an estimated median annual salary of $36,100 is reported
for Ph.D. philosophers. This was computed on the basis of 723 sample observations.
Therefore,

s = 0.5(1 0.5)1/2
= 0.0186.

723

Te construct a 95 percent confidence interval, compute

p = 0.5 210.0186] = 0.4628 and p = 0.5 + 210.0186] = 0.5372,

which round to .0A6 and .054. The values m1 . $35,100 (the value at the 46th percentile)
and m2 = $36,800 (the value at the 54tli percentile) are then determined and provide the
bounds of this interval.
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TABLE D-1 Response Rates for the 1985 Survey of Doctorate Recipients in the Humanities

1985

Sampling
Frame'

(N)
Sample

(n)

Surve;
Sample"

(n)
Ccntactedd

(n)

Survey
Responsesd

(n)

Remo Ili kid
A B
( %) (%)

Total 95787 15504 14917 13560 9047 60.6 66.7

Field of Doctorate/Employment
History 22537 1903 1833 1667 1166 63.6 69.9
Art History 2620 960 924 858 576 62.3 67.1
Music 6537 1055 1012 946 674 66.6 71.2
Speech 4970 936 827 762 515 62.3 67.6
Philosophy 7174 1467 1415 1289 844 59.6 65.5
English/American Literature 25420 23 ",.1 2281 2057 1380 60.5 67.1
Qusical Language/Literature 2075 782 743 686 473 63.7 69.0
Modem Language/Literature 14359 3096 3002 27 1 1782 59.4 65.5
Religious Studies 1731 458 456 413 312 68.4 75.5
Other Humanities 4065 964 941 858 585 62.2 68.2
Languages 821 339 334 288 164 49.1 56.9
Other Humanitiesf 1686 834 807 717 426 ,2.8 59.4
All Humanities Fteldsf 1792 350 342 298 150 43.9 50.3

Year of Doctorate
CY1942-CY1957 12856 1581 1253 1147 760 60.7 66.3
CY1958-FY1969 23422 2638 2482 2306 1526 61.5 66.2
FY1970-FY1976 31245 6822 6739 6126 3973 59.0 64?)
FY1977-FY1982
FY1983-FY1984

21968
6291

3361
1097

3341
1097

3033
943

2071
715

62.0
75.8

Merged Cohorts' 5 5 5 5 2 40.0 40.0

Sex
Male 68390 7852 7554 6875 4518 59.8 65.7
Female 27397 7652 7363 6685 4529 61.5 67.7

Race/Ethnic Group
White/Unknown 91915 13305 12766 11651 7886 61.8 67.7
Minority Group" 3872 2199 2151 1909 1161 54.0 60.8

Citizenship
U.S. 78317 12603 12357 11292 7705 62.4 68.2
Foreign 4614 1320 1307 1121 582 44.5 51.9
Unknown 12856 1581 1253 1147 760 60.7 66.3

The sampling frame includes those deceased and those residing in foreign countries; hence, these numbers exceed the population estimates shown
in the other tables of this report.
"The survey sample is the sample size minus persons known to be deceased or out-of-scope prior to the survey. The out-of-scope classification
is assigned to an individual who indicated on a previous gut ..ey that he or she holds a Ph.D. from a foreign institution, is a foreign citizen, and
resides in a foreign comity.
C The number assumed contacted equals the survey sample minus those individuals for wheat no valid addresses could be obtained.
d Responses include individuals found to be deceased or residing in a foreign country at the time the recent survey was conducted.
° Response rate "A" is the number of survey responses divided by the number in the survey sample. Response rate "B" is the number of survey
responses divided by the number assumed to have been contacted.
f Merged fields created for certain small subgroups when sample was reduced
I Merged cohorts created for certain small subgroups when sample was reduced.
h Include only those individuals whose racial/ethnic group was known at the time the sample was selected.
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TABLE D-2 Response Rates for the 1983 S of Doctorate Rzcipients in the Humanities

1983

rg

1 se Sample
Survey

Sample"
(n)

Contactedc
(n)

Survey
Responsesd

(n)

R_:.ponse Ratese
A B

(To) (To)

Total

held of Doctorate/Employment

9179C 149' 14405 12925 9266 64.3 717

History 21752 1825 1760 605 1189 67.6 74.1
Art History 2419 911 872 809 600 68.8 74 2Mule 5798 962 921 831 661 71.8 77 7
Speech 49;.4 919 817 752 523 64.0 69.5
Philosophy 6875 1428 1385 1224 854 61.7 69 8
English/American Literanin 24463 2285 2209 1993 1410 63.8 70.7
Classical Language/Literature 2067 762 727 659 496 68.2 75.3
Modem Language/Literature 13786 2894 2804 2523 1784 63.6 70 7
Religious Studies '439 409 409 299 216 52.8 72 2
Other Humanities 4.4/4 1149 1106 991 765 69.2 77.2
Languagesf 686 285 780 241 154 55.0 63.9
Other Humanities' 1533 792 764 677 432 56.5 63.8
All Humanities Fields( 1806 358 ..51 301 182 51.9 60.5

Year of .3rate
CY1940-CY1957 14227 1811 1447 1331 941 65.0 70.7
CY1958-FY1969 2387 2760 26"-2 2449 1733 66.2 70.8
FY1970-FY1976 31681 6968 6903 6144 4325 62.7 70 4
FY1977-FY1980 15575 2365 2359 2082 1548 65.6 74.4
7Y1981-FY1982 6715 101/0 1069 915 715 66.9 78.1
Merged Cohortst 5 5 5 4 2 40.0 50 0

Sex
Male 66496 7686 735_ 6608 4653 62.9 70.4
Female 25294 7293 7013 6317 4613 65.8 73.0

Race/Ethnic Group
White/Unknown 88404 1300^ 12479 11232 8142 65.2 72.5
Mint,2y Group" 3386 1970 1926 1693 1124 58.4 66.4

Citizenship
U.S. 73343 11977 11719 10611 7741 65.7 73 0
Foreign 4220 1191 1179 983 584 49.5 59.4
Unknown 14427 1811 1447 1331 941 J5.0 70.7

The sampling frame includes those deceased and thou, residing in foreign countnes; hence, t. se numbers txceed ttps population estimates given
in other SDR reports.
"The survey sample is the sample size minus persons known to be deceased or out-of -scope prior to the survey. Tl.. out-of-scope classification
is assigned to an individual who indicated on c mevious survey that he she holds a Ph.D. from a foreign institution, is a foreign citizen, and
resides in a foreign country.

c The number auumed contacted equals the survey sample minus those individuals for whom no valid addresses could obtained.
d Responses include individuals found to be deceased or residing in a foreign country at the time the recent survey was conducted.

Response rate "A" ;s the number of survey responses divided by he number in the survey sample. Response rate "B" is the number of survey
responses divided by the number assumed to have been contacted.
f Merged fields created for certain small subgroups when Ample was reduced.

Merged cohorts created for certain small suitgroups when sample was reduced.
h Include only those individuals whose racialiethr.ic group wus known at the time the sample was st;:zeted.
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TABLE D-3 Response Rites for the 1981 Survey of Doctorate Reipients in the Humanities

1981

Sampling
Frame'

(N)
Sample

(n)

Survey
Sampleb

(n)
Cantactedc

(n)

Survey
Responses"

(n)

$c7
A

(%)

Rat

B
(%)

Total 85037 13676 13121 11738 7850 59.8 66.9

Field of Doctorate/Employment
History 20790 1746 1682 1489 1040 61.8 698
Art H'istory 2163 840 802 731 497 62.0 68.0
Music 5125 877 839 776 574 68.4 74.0
Speech 492C 902 795 725 500 62.9 69.0
Philosophy 6519 1393 1353 1160 737 54.5 63.5
English/At wican literature 23259 2201 2127 1844 1232 57.9 66.8
Classical Language/Literanue 2036 732 697 646 447 64.1 69.2
Modem Language/Literature 13093 2694 2611 2367 1527 58.5 64.5
Other Humanities 3496 1' 6 994 910 669 67.3 73.5
Languagesf 563 236 231 198 114 49.4 57.6
Other Humanitiest 1269 661 639 578 340 53.2 58.8
All Humanities Fields( 1804 358 351 314 173 49.3 55.1

Year of Doctorate
CY1938-CY1957 15411 1950 1571 1442 978 62.3 67.8
CY1958-FY1965 12076 1456 1364 1292 877 64.3 67.9
FY1966-FY1969 11485 1304 1264 1177 783 61.9 66.5
FY1970-FY1974 22019 4037 4013 3538 2316 57.8 65.5
FY1975-FY1978 16914 3837 3824 3334 2192 57.3 65.7
FY1979-FY1980 ':112 1087 1087 950 702 64.6 73.9
Merged Cohonse 20 5 5 5 2 40.0 40.0

Sex
Male 62518 7022 6744 6067 3974 58.9 65.5
Female 22519 6654 6377 5671 3876 60.8 68.3

Race/Ethnic Group
White/Unknown 82243 12055 11529 10305 7001 60.7 67.9
Minority Group' 2794 1621 1592 1433 849 53.3 59.2

Citizenship
U.S. C5907 10699 10534 9417 6414 60.9 68.1
Foreign 3719 1027 1016 879 458 45.1 52.1
Unknown 15411 195) 1571 1442 018 52.3 67.8

The so apling frame includes those deceased and those residing in foreign countries, hence these numbers exceed the population estimates shown
in the other tables of this report.
b The survey sample is the sample size minus persons known to be deceased or out-of-scope pnor to the survey. The out-of-scxpe classification
is assigned to an individual who indicated on a previous survey that he or she holds a Ph.D. f-cxn a foreign institution, is a foreign citizen, and
resides in a imeign country.
C The number assumed contacted equals the survey sample minus those individuals for whom nu valid addresses could be obtained.
d Responses Include individuals found to be deceased or residing m a foreign country at the time the /emu survey was conducted.

Response rate "A" is the wunber of survey responses divided by the number in the survey sample. Response rate "B" is the number of survey
-espouses divided by the number assumed 'lave been contacted.
I Merged folds created for censin isnall subgroups when sample was reduced
I Merged cohorts i. rated for certain smaC subgroups when sample was reduced.
h Include only those individuals whose racialiedutir g asp was knows. at the time the sample was selected.
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TABLE D-4 Response Rates for the 1979 Survey of Doctorate Recipients in the 11.-manities

1979

Sampling
Frame'

(N)
Sample

(n)

Survey
Sampleb

(n)
Ccntactedc

(n)

Survey
Respcases4

(n)

Response Rates`
A B
(%) (%)

Total 79037 9948 9542 8809 6512 68.2 73.9

Field of Doctorate/Employment
History 19627 1141 1088 1023 763 70.1 74.6
Art History 1893 666 643 503 470 73.1 77.9Music 43' 686 660 618 496 75.2 80.3
Speech 4857 785 749 699 533 71.2 76.3
Philosophy
English/Anyrtican Literature
Classical Language/Literature

6158
21782

2036

804

1227
635

774
1155
607

708
1084
561

492
"86
402

63.6
67.9

66

69.5
72.5

7Modem Language/Literature 12268 2156 20% 1892 1393 67.. 08 731 .. 67
Other Humanities 2805 801 764 711 566 74.1 79.6
1-an8114P-. 453 194 190 170 103 54.2 60.6
Other Humanitiesf 959 494 480 434 308 64.2 71.0
All Humanities Fields 1804 358 354 306 200 56.5 65.4

Year of Doctorate
CY1936-CY1957 16515 2073 1743 1582 1192 68.4 75.3
CY1958-FY1965 12091 1456 1410 1320 974 69.1 73.8
FY1966-FY1969 11485 1304 129' '188 858 66.7 72.2
FY1970-FY1974 22019 2659 2444 1770 66.9 72.4
FY1975-FY1976 9003 1252 1165 854 68.3 73.3
FY1977-FY1978 7919 1199 119y 1105 863 72.0 78.1
Merged Cohorts' 5 5 5 5 1 20.0 20.0

Sex
Male 59146 5208 '5009 4658 3394 57.8 72.9Female 19891 4740 4533 4151 3118 68.8 75.1

Race/Ethnic Group
White/Unknown 77004 8863 8478 7842 5864 69.2 74.8
Minority Groupb 2033 1085 1064 967 648 60.9 67.0

Citizenship
U.S. 59177 7083 7012 654.1 4890 69.7 74.7For,;gn 3345 792 787 684 430 54.6 62.0
Unknown 16515 2073 1743 1582 1192 :8.4 75.3

' The sampling frame includes those deceased and those residing in for countries; hence, these :-/umben exceed the population estimates shown
in the other tables of this report.
b The survey sample I. the sample size minus persons known to be deceased or out-of-sclpe p.ior to the survey. The out-of-scope classification

assigne.. to an individual who indicated an a previous survey that he or she holds a Ph.D. from a foreign institution, is a foreign citizen, and
resides in a foreign country.

The number assumed contacted equals the survey sample minus those individuals for whom no valid addruses could dl-e obtained.
d Responses include individuals found to be deceased or residing in a foreign country at the time the recent survey was conduct -4
' Response rate "A" is the number of survey responses divided by the number in the survey %ample. Response rate "B" it the number of survey
responses divided by the number assumed to have been contacted.
r Merged fields created for cer Ain small subgroups when sample was reduced

Merged cohosu created for certain small subgroups ten sample was reduced.
h Include only those individuals whom racial/ethnic group was known at the time the sample was selected.
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TABLE D-5 Response Rates for the 1977 Survey of Doctc. Aecipients in the Humanities

1977

Sampling
Named

(N)
",ample

(n)

Survey
Sampleb

(n)

Ccsuactedc
(n)

Survey
Responsesd

(n)

Fagaitagie
A 3
(%) (%)

Total 74032 15014 14267 13211 9455 66.3 71.6

Field of Doctorate/Employment
History 19199 2705 2541 2380 1746 68.7 73.4

Att Ws, - 1722 643 616 575 430 69 8 74.8

'Am. 3910 929 R90 835 621 69.8 74.4

Speech 4113 1038 491 926 653 65.9 70.5

Philosophy 6:14 1186 113: 1030 681 60.2 66.1

- sh/Asz aim Literantre 206 )1 2859 2730 2548 1830 67.0 71.8

Classical 7.anguagaLiterature 2282 706 661 612 448 67.8 73.1

Modern language/. items= 12499 3763 3578 3248 2245 62.7 69.1

Other tiummities 2492 1185 1129 1057 801 70.9 75.8

Year of Doctorate
CY1930-CY1940 10332 2388 1839 1605 1157 62.9 72 1

CY19'0- FY1961 14001 2604 2460 2309 1648 67.0 71.4

FY1962-FY1969 18664 3451 3407 3210 2347 68.9 73.1

FY1970-FY1974 22016 4282 4273 3923 2715 633 69.2

FY1975-FY1976 9019 2289 2288 2164 1568 69.4 73.4

Sex
Male 56463 9878 9380 9788 6202 66.1 70.6

Female 17569 5136 4887 4423 3253 66.6 733

Race/Ethnic Group
Whise/Unlmown 72627 13610 12890 11943 8659 67.2 723
Minority Grouph 1405 1404 1377 1268 796 57.8 62.R

The sampling frame isrludes &we deceased and those residing in foreign =mules; hence, these numbers exceed the population estimates shown
in the other tables of this report
5 The survey sample is the sample size minus persons known to be deceased or out-of-scope prior to the survey. The out-of-scope classification
is assigned to an individual who indicated on a previous survey thn he or she holds a Ph.D. from a foreign institution, is a foreign citizen, and

resides in a foreign canary.
c The number snouts 1 contacted equals the survey sample minus those .odividuals for whom no valid addresses could be .. lined.
d Responses include indis' kuils fond to be deceased cs. residing in a foreign country at the time the secant survey was conducted.

Response rase "A" is t) lumber of survey responses divided by the number in the SUM' ample. Response rate "B" is the number of survey
responses divided by the number assumed to have been contacted.
r Merged fide's metal for certain small subgroups when sample was seduced
I Merged rf Jona crated for certain small subgroups when sample was reduced.
b Include only those individuals whose racial/edmic g-up was hown at the time the samp.e was selected.

65

84



APPENDIX E

WEIGHTLNG PROCEDURE
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Estimates in this report are based on v'eighted responses. Th.: 5°7 individuals (in
the total sample of 15,504) who were known to be deceased or out-of-scope prier to the
survey were excluded and weighted for sample weights. The responses (9,047) received
from the survey sample were assigned a response weight that is the product of the weight
for nonresponse and the sample -might. Table E-1 shows the classification of the sample
and the formulas used for calculating the weights.

Table E-1 Classification of Sample and Weighting for 1985 Stzvey of Doctorate
Re ;ipients

Group

Type of
Number Estimation
in Sample Weight*

TOTAL SAMPLE 15,504

EXCLUDED FROM SURVEY
Known Deceased Prior to 1985 Survey** 537 Sample
Out-of-Scope*** 50 Sample

587

SURVEY SAMPLE

No Valid Address

CONTACTED SAMPLE

14,917

1357

13,560

RESPONSES
Good Responses 9,003 Response
Known Deceased [from feedback to the 1985 Survey (code 4)] 44 Response

TOTAL 9,047

The sample weights (Ws) and re.sponse weights (Wr) for each stratum were omputed as follows:

Nh
WSh =

nh

where Nh and nh are the respective population and sample sizes of ,he stratum (h) and

Nh nh
W.11 '''

nh rh

whet- nil is the number of survey sample cases in she stratum and rh is the number of survey responses in that
stratum.
**Based on information cbtained from the 1977-1983 survey responses or through address searches.
***Based on responses du' indicated individuals held Ph.D.s from foreign institutions, were foreign citizens,
and resided in foreign wun ries.
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Each stratum with fewer than two responses was ni rged with a similarly defined
stratum in order to calculate sampling errors. Respondents in each stratum were assigned a
weight equal to the integral part of the stratum's response weight, or the integral part plus
one. Allocation of weights within a stratum was made at random so as to represent the
stratum population. This technique avoids the necessity of rounding fractional estimates of
totals.

For example, consider a stratum that contains 60 ir dividuals, of whom 15 were
selected for the sample. One of 0-t, 15 is known to be deceased prior to the survey. This
individual receives a sample weight, 60/15, or 4.0, and thus represents 4 individuals m the
population. The number of survey sample cases in the stratum is 14. Of these 14
individuals, 10 responded. The average weight for the respondents in this stratum would
be [60/15] [14/10] = 5.6. To obtain integer weights, 4 of the respondents (chosen at
random) would each receive a weight of 5, thus representing 20 individuals in the popula-
tion. The 6 remaining respondents would each receive a weight of 6, thus representing 36.
Combined, the 10 respondents would represent 56 individuals in the stratum, who together
with the 4 individuals estimated to be deceased represent the entire 60 individuals in the
stratum.
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APPENDIX F

FINE FIELD OF EMPLOYMENT
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TABLE F-1 Ph.D.s in the Humanities in the United States, 19S5

1985 Fine Field of Employment Es N 1985 Fine Field of Employmen. Est. N

Total Po,,u1stion 81,918
Psychology TotI 515

Mathematics Total 239 Clinical Psycnoiogy 201
Algebra 25 C Amseling & Guidance 138
Analysis & Func Analysis 2 Developmental 2, Gerontol. 25
Geometry 13 Educational Psychology 17
Logic 173 School Psychology 26
Operations Research 8 Psychometrics 35
Applied _Aathematics 5 Psychology, General 22
Mathematics, General 13 Psychology, Other 51

Computer Sciences Teta! 1,308 Social Sciences Total 2,791
They 7 kahropology 129
Softwee Systems 538 Communications 473
Hardware Systems 6 Sociology 92
Intelligent Systems 116 Economics 94
Computer Sciences, Other 368 Demography 9
Information Sci. & Systems 273 Geography 48

Area Studies 356
Physics/Astronomy Total 25 Political Science 334

Physics, General 9 Public Administration 310
. hysics, Other 16 Public Policy Studies 80

International Relations 305
Chemistry Total Criminology & Crim. Justice 78

Synth Omar * Noire! Pendncts 7 Urban & Regional Planning 59
Social Sciences, General 167

Earth, Envie, & Mar Scl Total Aso Social Sciences, Other 257
Geophysics (Solid Erth)
Earth Sciences, Other 20 Arts/Human/Lang/Lit Total 62,387
Atmospheric Dynamics 4 American History 6,510
Atmos./Meterol. Sci., Other 7 European History 3,514
Environmental Sci., Gen 8 History & Phil. of Science 398
Marine Sciences, Other 25 History, Otter 3,572

American Literature 3,964
English Language 3,415

Engineering Total 200 English Literature 8,386
Aero- & Astronautical 8 Classics 1,207
Civil Engineering 11 German 1,979
Communications Engineering 34 Russian 755
Coerputer Engineering 24 French 3,038
Electrical Engineering 4 Spanish & Portuguese 3,281
Electronics Engineering 17 Italian 348
Industrial/Manufacturing 34 Other Languages _

Systems Design & Sys. Sci. 64 Competitive Literature 8,4
Engineering, Other 4 Linguistics 926

History & Criticism of Art 2,259
Agricultural Sciences Total 78 Archeology 365

Animal Sciences, Other 12 American Studies 527
Food Sciences 26 Music 5,307
Forestry 7 Theater & Theater Criticism 1,692
Horticulture 2 Speech Dramatic Art/Debate 607
Agricultural Sci., Gen 5 Religious Studies 1,570
Agricultural Sci., Otb 26 Philosophy 4,314

Laws, Other 936
Medical Sciences Total 374 Humanities, General 1,070

Medicine & Surgery 55 Humanities, Other 839
Publ Ifith & Epidemiology 58
Veterinary Medicine 3 Educational, Professional, &
Hospital Administration 91 Other Fields, Total 12,392
Nursing 29 Education 4,408

wironmentel Health 2 Applied An 44
St eech Pathology & Aut:iology 33 Theology 853
Medical Sciences, General 28 Bushiess & Management 2,194
Medical Sciences, Other 70 Home Economics 9

Journalism 554
Biological 3cintices Total 52 Law, Jurisprudence 887

Ecolegy 2 Social Work 116
Zoology 5 Architec. & Environ. Deur 55
Molecular Biology 7 Library & Archi . al Sciences 895
Neurosciences 38 Prof. Fields, Gvne:il 101

Prof. Fields, Other 666
Other Fields 1,610

No Report 1,481
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